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 APPENDIX G/INITIAL STUDY FOR A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION  
 

Environmental Checklist Form for:  
Environmental Assessment  No. T-6374/P22-00985 

 
Note to preparer:  

  
1. 

 
Project title: 
Vesting Tentative Tract Map Application No. 6374 and Planned Development 
Application No. P22-00985  

2. 
 
Lead agency name and address: 
City of Fresno 
Planning and Development Department 
2600 Fresno Street 
Fresno, CA 93721 

 
3. 

 
Contact person and phone number:  
Rob Holt, Planner III 
City of Fresno 
Planning and Development Department 
(559) 621-8056 

 
4. 

 
Project location:  
Located on the north side of East Dakota Avenue, approximately 600 feet east of 
North Fowler Avenue in the City and County of Fresno, California 
Site Latitude: 36º47’16.80” N 
Site Longitude: 119º40’44.40” W 
Mount Diablo Base & Meridian, Township 13S, Range 21E, Section 22 
Assessor’s Parcel Number(s): 310-201-03  

5. 
 
Project sponsor's name and address:  
Bill Walls 
Lennar Central Valley 
8080 N. Palm Avenue, Suite 110 
Fresno, CA 93711 

6. General & Community plan land use designation: 
General Plan: Urban Neighborhood Density Residential 
Community Plan: McLane Community Plan  

7. Zoning: 
RM-2 (Residential Multi-Family, Urban Neighborhood) 

 
8. 

 
Description of project: 
Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 6374 and Planned Development Permit Application 
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No. P22-00985 were filed by Yamabe & Horn Engineering, Inc., on behalf of Lennar 
Homes of California. The applicant proposes to construct a 145-lot private single-unit 
dwelling, attached (townhome) subdivision  including a private gated entrance, 
community residential pool and a pool restroom, and 68 covered and 23 uncovered (91 
total) parking spaces on approximately 9.33 acres of land (Project). The proposed 
development would include two-story townhomes from 2 to 4 bedrooms ranging in size 
from 1,383 to 1,460 square feet with the associated road, two-car garages for each 
unit, and utility improvements. The Project is located on the north side of East Dakota 
Avenue and east of North Fowler Avenue in the City of Fresno, California (APN 310-
201-03).   
 
Access to the proposed subdivision will be from East Dakota Avenue. All required 
improvements are proposed and will be installed by the developer as part of the Project. 
 
Construction 
 
The proposed Project includes the construction of a 145-lot private single-unit dwelling, 
attached (townhomes) subdivision with the associated private road and utility 
improvements on an existing parcel currently used for agricultural purposes. There will 
be approximately 7 phases with approximately 20 units constructed per phase. 
Construction will take 24 months with a total buildout of the homes in November of 
2025. 
 
It is anticipated that the following pieces of equipment would be used during 
construction activities: 

• Roller; 
• Large bulldozer; 
• Loaded trucks; 
• Excavator; 
• Generator; 
• Service truck; and 
• Air compressor. 
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9. Surrounding land uses and setting: 

 Planned Land Use Existing Zoning Existing Land Use 

North 
Residential – 
Medium Low 

Density 

RS-4/UGM  
(Residential Single-Family, 
Medium Low Density/Urban 

Growth Management) 
 

Community and 
Religious Assembly 

(Church) 

East Residential – Low 
Density  

 
RS-1/UGM 

(Residential Single-Family, 
Low Density/Urban Growth 

Management) 

Rural Residence 

South Residential – 
Medium Density 

RS-5 
(Residential Single-Family, 

Medium Density) 
Vacant 

West Residential – 
Medium Density 

RS-5 
(Residential Single-Family, 

Medium Density) 

Single-Family 
Residential 

Neighborhood 
 

10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing 
approval, or participation agreement): 
Planning and Development Department, Building & Safety Services Division; 
Department of Public Works; Department of Public Utilities; County of Fresno, 
Department of Environmental Health; County of Fresno, Department of Public Works 
and Planning; City of Fresno Fire Department; Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control 
District; and San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District. 
 

11. Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with 
the project area requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code 
(PRC) Section 21080.3.1? If so, has consultation begun? 
 
The State requires lead agencies to consider the potential effects of proposed projects 
and consult with California Native American tribes during the local planning process for 
the purpose of protecting Traditional Tribal Cultural Resources through the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. Pursuant to PRC Section 21080.3.1, 
the lead agency shall begin consultation with the California Native American tribe that 
is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographical area of the proposed 
project. Such significant cultural resources are either sites, features, places, cultural 
landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a tribe which is either on 
or eligible for inclusion in the California Historic Register or local historic register, or, 
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the lead agency, at its discretion, and support by substantial evidence, choose to treat 
the resources as a Tribal Cultural Resources (PRC Section 21074(a)(1-2)). According 
to the most recent census data, California is home to 109 currently recognized Indian 
tribes. Tribes in California currently have nearly 100 separate reservations or 
Rancherias. Fresno County has a number of Rancherias such as Table Mountain 
Rancheria, Millerton Rancheria, Big Sandy Rancheria, Cold Springs Rancheria, and 
Squaw Valley Rancheria. These Rancherias are not located within the city limits. 
 
Conducting consultation early in the CEQA process allows tribal governments, lead 
agencies, and project proponents to discuss the level of environmental review, identify 
and address potential adverse impacts to tribal cultural resources, and reduce the 
potential for delay and conflict in the environmental review process. (See PRC Section 
21083.3.2.) Information may also be available from the California Native American 
Heritage Commission’s Sacred Lands File per PRC Section 5097.96 and the California 
Historical Resources Information System administered by the California Office of 
Historic Preservation.  Please also note that PRC Section 21082.3(c) contains 
provisions specific to confidentiality. 
 
Currently, the Table Mountain Rancheria Tribe and the Dumna Wo Wah Tribe have 
requested to be notified pursuant to Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52) A certified letter was 
mailed to the above-mentioned tribes on May 23, 2022.  The 30-day comment period 
ended on June 22, 2022.  Neither tribe requested a consultation.  
 

 
ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 
 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, 
involving at least one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the 
checklist on the following pages. 
 
☐ Aesthetics ☐ Agriculture and Forestry Resources 
☐ Air Quality ☐ Biological Resources 
☐ Cultural Resources ☐ Energy 
☐ Geology/Soils ☐ Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
☐ Hazards and Hazardous Materials ☐ Hydrology/Water Quality 
☐ Land Use/Planning ☐ Mineral Resources 
☐ Noise ☐ Population/Housing 
☐ Public Services ☐ Recreation 
☐ Transportation ☐ Tribal Cultural Resources 
☐ Utilities/Service Systems ☐ Wildfire 
☐ Mandatory Findings of Significance   

 



5 

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency) 
 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

 
___ 
 

 
I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the 
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 
_X__ 
 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in 
the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 
___ 
 

 
I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, 
and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) is required. 

 
___ 
 

 
I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or 
“potentially significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one 
effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable 
legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the 
earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An EIR is required, but it must 
analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

 
___ 
 

 
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed 
adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable 
standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are 
imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

 
 
      
 
________________, Planner III___________09/09/2022_____________________ 
     Planner Name, Title                               Date                                          
 

EVALUATION OF ADDITIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS NOT ASSESSED IN 
PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT SCH NO. 2019050005 PREPARED 
FOR THE APPROVED FRESNO GENERAL PLAN (GP PEIR): 
 
Note to preparer: For projects that are consistent with the Fresno General Plan and 
Zoning (or where the zoning will be changed only for the purposes of achieving 
consistency with the General Plan), tiering pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15152 
may be used. If tiering will be used, please comply with the requirements of Section 
15152(g). 
 
For projects that are not completely consistent with the Fresno General Plan and Zoning 
(i.e. projects that include a General Plan Amendment and/or Rezone), the provisions of 
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CEQA Guidelines Section 15152 do not apply. However, the GP PEIR and its analysis 
may still be incorporated by reference to provide a basis for the project’s initial study, to 
address regional influences, secondary effects, cumulative impacts, and broad 
alternatives pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15168(d). 
 
1. For purposes of this Initial Study, the following answers have the corresponding 

meanings:   
 

a. “No Impact” means the specific impact category does not apply to the project or 
that the record sufficiently demonstrates that project-specific factors or general 
standards applicable to the project will result in no impact for the threshold under 
consideration.  

 
b.  “Less Than Significant Impact” means there is an impact related to the threshold 

under consideration, but that impact is less than significant.  
 

c.  “Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporation” means there is a potentially 
significant impact related to the threshold under consideration; however, with the 
mitigation incorporated into the project, the impact is less than significant. For 
purposes of this Initial Study “mitigation incorporated into the project” means 
mitigation originally described in the GP PEIR and applied to an individual project, 
as well as mitigation developed specifically for an individual project. 

 
d.  “Potentially Significant Impact” means there is substantial evidence that an effect 

may be significantly related to the threshold under consideration.     
  
2. A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are 

adequately supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the 
parentheses following each question. A "No Impact" answer is adequately supported 
if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to 
projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A 
"No Impact" answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors 
as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to 
pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis). 

 
3. All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well 

as on-site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and 
construction as well as operational impacts. 

 
4. Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, 

then the checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, 
less than significant with mitigation, or less than significant. "Potentially Significant 
Impact" is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. 
If there are one or more "Potentially Significant Impact" entries when the determination 
is made, an EIR is required. 
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5. "Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies 
where the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially 
Significant Impact" to a "Less Than Significant Impact."  The lead agency must 
describe the mitigation measures and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a 
less than significant level (mitigation measures from "Earlier Analyses," as described 
in (6) below, may be cross-referenced). 

 
6. Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, Program EIR, or other 

CEQA process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative 
declaration.  Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify 
the following: 

 
a. Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review. 
 
b. Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist 

were within the scope of and adequately analyzed in the PEIR or another earlier 
document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects 
were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis. 

 
c. Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation 

Measures Incorporated," describe the mitigation measures which were 
incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they 
address site-specific conditions for the project. 

 
7. Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to 

information sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). 
Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, 
include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated. 

 
8. Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources 

used or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion. 
 
9. The explanation of each issue should identify: 
 

a. The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and 
 
b. The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than 

significance. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

 
I. AESTHETICS – Except as provided in PRC Section 21099, would the project: 
 
a) Have a substantial adverse 
effect on a scenic vista? 

   X 

 
b) Substantially damage scenic 
resources, including, but not 
limited to, trees, rock out-
croppings, and historic buildings 
within a state scenic highway? 

   X 

 
c) In non-urbanized areas, 
substantially degrade the existing 
visual character or quality public 
views of the site and its 
surroundings? (Public views are 
those that are experienced from 
publicly accessible vantage point).  
If the project is in an urbanized 
area, would the project conflict 
with applicable zoning and other 
regulations governing scenic 
quality? 

  X  

 
d) Create a new source of 
substantial light or glare which 
would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area? 

 X   

 
DISCUSSION 
 
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

 
A scenic vista is a viewpoint that provides a distant view of highly valued natural or 
man‐made landscape features for the benefit of the general public. Typical scenic 
vistas are locations where views of rivers, hillsides, and open space areas can be 
obtained as well as locations where valued urban landscape features can be viewed 
in the distance. 
 
The City of Fresno General Plan (GP PEIR) identifies six locations along the San 
Joaquin River bluffs as designated vista points from which views should be 



9 

maintained. The scenic views from the San Joaquin River bluffs are not expected to 
be substantially affected since the land uses included in the approved General Plan 
are similar to current land uses. As such, implementation of future development 
associated with the continued implementation of the approved General Plan would 
result in a less than significant impact on existing designated vista points.  
 
According to the GP PEIR, scenic views are also attributed to public views of buildings 
in Downtown Fresno that provide a skyline within the Planning Area. Due to relatively 
flat topography, intervening land uses, and landscaping, views of the skyline are 
primarily limited to areas within the Downtown Fresno area. Limited views of existing 
high‐rise buildings in Downtown Fresno are visible from portions of elevated freeways, 
including SR 41, SR 99, and SR 180. The continued implementation of the approved 
General Plan would allow future development in the Downtown area, which could 
include additional high rises. While views of scenic resources in the Downtown Fresno 
area may be partially obstructed following future development as allowed by the 
approved General Plan, existing development in these areas currently inhibits views 
of scenic vistas.  
 
The Project site is located within an area designated for residential zoning and land 
use designation within the City of Fresno, outside of the San Joaquin River bluffs and 
Downtown Fresno area. Properties further to the north, south and west have also been 
developed with single-family residential neighborhoods. The subject Project site is 
currently undeveloped. The existing topography of the Project site is nearly flat, with 
elevations ranging from 345 to 350 feet above mean sea level (asml). There will be 
no impacts to scenic vistas. 

 
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 

outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 
 
Scenic resources include landscapes and features that are visually or aesthetically 
pleasing. They contribute positively to a distinct community or region. According to the 
City of Fresno General Plan (GP PEIR), there are no eligible or officially‐designated 
State Scenic Highways within the Planning Area. However, Fresno County has three 
eligible State Scenic Highways; the nearest eligible highways include a portion of SR 
180 (approximately 7 miles east of the City of Fresno) and a portion of SR 168 
(approximately 5 miles east of the City of Fresno). The nearest officially‐designated 
State Scenic Highway is located more than 30 miles northeast of the City of Fresno 
within the County of Madera. Due to intervening land uses and distance, the continued 
implementation of the GP PEIR would not impact scenic resources from these eligible 
and officially‐designated State Scenic Highways nearest to the City. Therefore, since 
there are no eligible or officially‐designated State Scenic Highways within or in close 
proximity to the Planning Area, future development in accordance with continued 
implementation of the approved General Plan would not impact scenic resources 
within a designated state scenic highway.   
 
As identified in the GP PEIR, although there are no eligible or officially‐designated 
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State Scenic Highways exist in the Planning Area, the GP PEIR designates the 
following local scenic corridors:   

• Van Ness Boulevard – Weldon to Shaw Avenues 
• Van Ness Extension – Shaw Avenue to the San Joaquin River Bluff 
• Kearney Boulevard – Fresno Street to Polk Avenue 
• Van Ness‐Fulton couplet – Weldon Avenue to Divisadero 
• Butler Avenue – Peach to Fowler Avenues 
• Minnewawa Avenue – Belmont Avenue to Central Canal 
• Huntington Boulevard – First Street to Cedar Avenue 
• Shepherd Avenue – Friant Road to Willow Avenue 
• Audubon Drive – Blackstone to Herndon Avenues 
• Friant Road – Audubon to Millerton Roads 
• Tulare Avenue – Sunnyside to Armstrong Avenues 
• Ashlan Avenue – Palm to Maroa Avenues 

 
The Project site is not located within or near any of the above-referenced local scenic 
corridors. The Project will not damage, nor will it degrade the visual character or quality 
of the Project site and its surroundings, given that the site is within an area utilized for 
wastewater treatment and agriculture. The Project site is not located within the vicinity 
of a State designated scenic highway, as it is located within the City of Fresno 
Planning Area, outside of any designated State Scenic Highways discussed above, 
nor is the Project adjacent to any local scenic arterial, scenic collector streets, or 
historic buildings and land features such as trees and outcroppings. Therefore, the 
proposed Project would not substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not 
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic 
highway, and there would be no impacts. 
 

Mitigation Measure  
 

No mitigation measures are required. 
 
c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or 

quality of public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those 
that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in 
an urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other 
regulations governing scenic quality? 
 
The Project will not damage nor will it degrade the visual character or quality of public 
views of the Project site and its surroundings because the Project site is primarily 
vacant, in an area that was previously utilized for agriculture; however, the site is 
zoned for and surrounded with areas of residential uses.  
 
As such, impacts to the visual character or quality of the site would be less than 
significant due to the development improving the existing character of the site and the 
surrounding properties being of a similar use.  
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Mitigation Measure  
 

No mitigation measures are required. 
 

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect 
day or nighttime views in the area? 

 
During construction, the Project will not introduce new sources of permanent light to 
the area. Construction will occur during daylight hours During construction, the staging 
areas would have temporary lighting that will conform with lighting standards 
established in the City Municipal Code (Article 25, Performance Standards). 
 
The Project is within an area that already consists of daytime and nighttime lighting 
and would include lighting of a similar nature. The Project site is within an area where 
residential  development has already occurred, which already affects day and 
nighttime views in the Project site to a certain degree. 
 
The Project would incorporate the applicable mitigation measures pertaining to light 
and glare included in the PEIR (AES-4.1). Lights will be shielded and downward 
pointed to minimize light trespass onto other properties.  Furthermore, through the 
entitlement process, staff will ensure that streetlights are located in areas that will 
minimize light sources to the neighboring properties in accordance with the mitigation 
measures of the PEIR pertaining to light and glare. 
In conclusion, the Project will not result in any additional impacts related to aesthetics.  
The Project impacts are considered less than significant with mitigation incorporation. 
. 
 

Mitigation Measures The proposed project shall implement and incorporate, as 
applicable, the aesthetic-related mitigation measures as identified in the attached Project 
Specific Mitigation Monitoring Checklist dated September 2021.  

 
PEIR MM AES-4.1: Lighting systems for street and parking areas shall include shields to 
direct light to the roadway surfaces and parking areas. Vertical shields on the light fixtures 
shall also be used to direct light away from adjacent light-sensitive land uses such as 
residences. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

II. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES – In determining whether impacts 
to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer 
to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) 
prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in 
assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest 
resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies 
may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire 
Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range 
Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon 
measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air 
Resources Board. Would the project: 
 
a) Convert Prime Farmland, 
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 
Statewide Importance (Farm-
land), as shown on the maps 
prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monito-
ring Program of the California 
Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use? 
 

   X 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for 
agricultural use, or a Williamson 
Act contract? 
 

   X 

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, 
or cause rezoning of, forest land 
(as defined in Public Resources 
Code section 12220(g)), 
timberland (as defined by Public 
Resources Code section 4526), or 
timberland zoned Timberland 
Production (as defined by 
Government Code section 
51104(g))? 
 

   X 

d) Result in the loss of forest land 
or conversion of forest land to 
non-forest use? 

   X 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

e) Involve other changes in the 
existing environment which, due 
to their location or nature, could 
result in conversion of Farmland, 
to non-agricultural use or 
conversion of forest land to non-
forest use? 

   X 

 
DISCUSSION 
 
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 

Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources 
Agency, to non-agricultural use? 
 
Based upon the State of California Department of Conservation California 
Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, the Project site is within 
“Farmland of Local Importance.”  Policy RC-9-c of the General Plan describes the 
City’s coordination with regional partners to establish a Farmland Preservation 
Program, however this program does not include Farmland of Local Importance. 
Additionally, the General Plan discusses the conversion of Farmland and discourages 
"leapfrog" development that is not contiguous to the existing urbanized area. This 
project is contiguous to an existing urbanized area and would a be natural progression   
that allows orderly and consistent development of residences to meet the growing 
demand for housing in the City.   
 
The site has previously been used for agricultural purposes but based on available 
aerial data, it was not being used as agriculture since at least prior to 1998 and is 
currently vacant and surrounded by residential development. The site is zoned 
Residential – Urban Neighborhood and not for agricultural uses (City of Fresno, 2021). 
Given these circumstances, the proposed Project would have no impact. 
 

Mitigation Measure  
 

No mitigation measures are required. 
 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? 
 
The Project site is not subject to a Williamson Act agricultural land conservation 
contract. Therefore, the proposed Project on the subject site will not affect existing 
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agriculturally zoned or Williamson Act contract parcels. Therefore, the proposed 
Project will have no impact on Williamson Act contracts or zoning for agricultural use. 
 

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in 
Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public 
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as 
defined by Government Code section 51104(g))? 

 

According to the City of Fresno GP PEIR, the Planning Area is not used for forestry 
purposes, and no properties within the Planning Area are designated or zoned for 
forestry uses. The Project site is not considered forest land or timberland. Therefore, 
the proposed Project will not conflict with any forest land or Timberland Production or 
result in any loss of forest land. There is no impact. 

Mitigation Measure  
 

No mitigation measures are required. 
 

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 
 

The Project site is not considered forest land and is located within the urban bounds 
of the City of Fresno and is surrounded by development. Therefore, the proposed 
Project will not result in the loss of any forest land or result in the conversion of forest 
land to non-forest uses. There is no impact. 

Mitigation Measure  
 

No mitigation measures are required. 
 

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment, which, due to their location 
or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

 
See Impact #II (a), above, The Project site is within Farmland of Local Importance as 
defined by the California Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program; however, as 
noted above, the area is zoned for residential uses and has been analyzed by the City 
General Plan. Additionally, the Project area is not being used for agricultural purposes 
and has not been farmed for over 22 years. Therefore, the Project would result in no 
impact on farmland or forest land involving other changes in the existing environment. 

 
Mitigation Measure  
 
No mitigation measures are required. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

 
III. AIR QUALITY – Where available, the significance criteria established by the 
applicable air quality management or air pollution control district may be relied upon to 
make the following determinations.  Would the project: 
 
a) Conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the applicable 
air quality plan (e.g., by having 
potential emissions of regulated 
criterion pollutants which exceed 
the San Joaquin Valley Air 
Pollution Control Districts 
(SJVAPCD) adopted thresholds 
for these pollutants)? 

  X  

 
b) Result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is non-attainment 
under an applicable federal or 
state ambient air quality standard 
(including releasing emissions 
which exceed quantitative 
thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

  X  

 
c) Expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant         
concentrations? 

  X  

 
d) Result in other emissions (such 
as those leading to odors) 
adversely affecting a substantial 
number of people? 

  X  

 
The analysis below is based on a Small Project Analysis Level Assessment (SPAL) 
prepared for the Project (Trinity Consultants, 2022). The SPAL is included in this 
document as Appendix A. 
 
The Project site is located in the City of Fresno and within the San Joaquin Valley Air 
Basin (SJVAB) which is regulated by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 
(SJVAPCD). This region has had chronic non-attainment of federal and state clean air 
standards for ozone/oxidants and particulate matter due to a combination of topography 
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and climate. The San Joaquin Valley (Valley) is hemmed in on three sides by mountain 
ranges, with prevailing winds carrying pollutants and pollutant precursors from urbanized 
areas to the north (and in turn contributing pollutants and precursors to downwind air 
basins). The Mediterranean climate of this region, with a high number of sunny days and 
little or no measurable precipitation for several months of the year, fosters photochemical 
reactions in the atmosphere, creating ozone and particulate matter. Regional factors 
affect the accumulation and dispersion of air pollutants within the SJVAB. 
 
Air pollutant emissions overall are fairly constant throughout the year, yet the 
concentrations of pollutants in the air vary from day to day and even hour to hour. This 
variability is due to complex interactions of weather, climate, and topography. These 
factors affect the ability of the atmosphere to disperse pollutants. Conditions that move 
and mix the atmosphere help disperse pollutants, while conditions that cause the 
atmosphere to stagnate allow pollutants to concentrate. Local climatological effects, 
including topography, wind speed and direction, temperature, inversion layers, 
precipitation, and fog, can exacerbate the air quality problem in the SJVAB. 
 
The SJVAB is approximately 250 miles long and averages 35 miles wide and is the 
second-largest air basin in the state. The SJVAB is defined by the Sierra Nevada in the 
east (8,000 to 14,000 feet in elevation), the Coastal Ranges in the west (averaging 3,000 
feet in elevation), and the Tehachapi Mountains in the south (6,000 to 8,000 feet in 
elevation). The Valley is basically flat with a slight downward gradient to the northwest. 
The Valley opens to the sea at the Carquinez Straits, where the San Joaquin- Sacramento 
Delta empties into San Francisco Bay. The Valley, thus, could be considered a “bowl” 
open only to the north. 
 
During the summer, wind speed and direction data indicate that summer wind usually 
originates at the north end of the Valley and flows in a south-southeasterly direction 
through the Valley, through Tehachapi pass, into the Southeast Desert Air Basin. In 
addition, the Altamont Pass also serves as a funnel for pollutant transport from the San 
Francisco Bay Area Air Basin into the region. 
 
During the winter, wind speed and direction data indicate that wind occasionally originates 
from the south end of the Valley and flows in a north-northwesterly direction. Also, during 
the winter months, the Valley generally experiences light, variable winds (less than 10 
mph). Low wind speeds, combined with low inversion layers in the winter, create a climate 
conducive to high carbon monoxide (CO) and particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5) 
concentrations. The SJVAB has an “Inland Mediterranean” climate averaging over 260 
sunny days per year. The Valley floor is characterized by warm, dry summers and cooler 
winters. For the entire Valley, high daily temperature readings in summer average 95ºF. 
Temperatures below freezing are unusual. Average high temperatures in the winter are 
in the 50s, but highs in the 30s and 40s can occur on days with persistent fog and low 
cloudiness. The average daily low temperature is 45ºF. 
 
The vertical dispersion of air pollutants in the Valley is limited by the presence of 
persistent temperature inversions. Solar energy heats up the Earth’s surface, which in 
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turn radiates heat and warms the lower atmosphere. Therefore, as altitude increases, the 
air temperature usually decreases due to increasing distance from the source of heat. A 
reversal of this atmospheric state, where the air temperature increases with height, is 
termed an inversion. Inversions can exist at the surface or at any height above the ground 
and tend to act as a lid on the Valley, holding in the pollutants that are generated here. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? 
 

The SJVAB is designated nonattainment of State and federal health-based air quality 
standards for ozone and PM2.5and nonattainment of State PM10. To meet Federal 
Clean Air Act (CAA) requirements, the SJVAPCD has multiple air quality attainment 
plan (AQAP) documents, including: 

• 2016 Ozone Plan; 
• 2007 PM10 Maintenance Plan and Request for Redesignation; and 
• 2016 PM2.5 Plan. 

 
The SJVAPCD Small Project Analysis Level (SPAL) process established review 
parameters to determine whether a project qualifies as a “small project.” A project that 
is found to be “less than” the established parameters, according to the SPAL review 
parameters, has “no possibility of exceeding criteria pollutant emissions thresholds.”  
 
As shown in Table 3.4.3-1, the proposed Project would not exceed the established 
SPAL thresholds for townhomes. Based on the above information, this Project 
qualifies for a limited air analysis applying the SPAL guidance to determine air quality 
impacts, and impacts would be less than significant. 
 

Table 3.4.3-1 
Small Project Analysis Level – Units in Residential 

Land Use Category –Residential Project Size (dwelling unit) 
Townhomes/Condominiums 256 
Proposed Project – Single Family 145 
SPAL Exceeded? No 

Source:  (Trinity Consultants, 2022) 
 
 

Mitigation Measure  
 

No mitigation measures are required. 
 

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 
which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard? 
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The nonattainment pollutants for the SJVAPCD are ozone, PM10, and 
PM2.5.  Therefore, the pollutants of concern for this impact are ozone precursors, 
regional PM10, and PM2.5.  As shown in Table 3.4.3-2, the Project’s emissions during 
temporary construction activities would not exceed thresholds. Therefore, 
construction emissions were found to be less than significant, and no further 
evaluation is required. 
 

Table 3.4.3-2 
Project Construction Emissions 

Emissions    Source Pollutant 
ROG NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

(tons/year) 
2022 Construction Emissions 0.30 2.59 2.67 0.005 0.32 0.18 
2023 Construction Emissions 1.45 0.73 0.93 0.002 0.07 0.04 
SJVAPCD Construction Emissions 
Thresholds 

10 10 100 27 15 15 

Is Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No 
 

Long-term operations emissions generated from mobile, energy, and area sources as 
well as from water use and waste generation emissions. Most of these emissions  
impacts are from mobile sources traveling to and from the Project area.. However, 
these impacts also would not exceed thresholds as shown in Table 3.4.3-3. 

Table 3.4.3-3 
Total Project Operational Emissions 

Emissions Source Pollutant 
ROG NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

(tons/year) 
Unmitigated 
Operational Emissions 1.10 0.77 5.20 0.01 1.18 0.33 
SJVAPCD Operational Emissions 
Thresholds 

10 10 100 27 15 15 

Is Threshold Exceeded Before Mitigation? No No No No No No 
Mitigated 

Operational Emissions 1.09 0.71 4.83 0.01 1.04 0.29 
SJVAPCD Operational Emissions 
Thresholds 

10 10 100 27 15 15 

Is Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No 
 
The long-term operational emissions associated with the proposed Project would be 
less than SJVAPCD significance threshold levels and would, therefore, not pose a 
significant impact to criteria air pollutants. This finding is consistent with the SPAL 
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screening thresholds and would result in less-than-significant impacts. 
 

Mitigation Measure  
 

No mitigation measures are required. 
 

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 
 

Sensitive Receptors 
Those who are sensitive to air pollution include children, the elderly, and persons with 
pre‐existing respiratory or cardiovascular illnesses. SJVAPCD considers a sensitive 
receptor a location that houses or attracts children, the elderly, people with illnesses, 
or others who are especially sensitive to the effects of air pollutants. Examples of 
sensitive receptors include hospitals, residences, convalescent facilities, and schools. 
The closest off‐site sensitive receptors are existing residences located adjacent to the 
Project site to the east, south, and west. The closest schools are Roger S. Oraze 
Elementary School, approximately 0.3 miles to the southeast, Miramonte Elementary 
School approximately 0.4 miles to the northwest, and Gettysburg Elementary School 
approximately 0.7 miles to the north. The closest daycare facilities are MJ’s Infant 
Care & Preschool approximately 0.3 miles to the northwest, Little Blue Tots Daycare 
approximately 0.6 miles to the south, and Brighten Academy Preschool approximately 
0.5 miles to the north of the Project. There are no other known schools, hospitals, or 
nursing homes within a one-mile radius of the Project. As a residential land use 
development project, proposed residences included as part of the Project would be 
considered sensitive receptors once occupied. 
 
Off‐site Sensitive Receptors 
Impacts to receptors located outside the Project boundaries would occur primarily 
during Project construction. Construction emissions commence with the year 2022 
and continue until Project buildout. Construction activities are expected to occur over 
several years as the subdivision is gradually built out; however, most emissions are 
expected to occur during the initial site preparation and grading activities and, to a 
lesser extent, during ground-up construction. For criteria pollutants, impacts to 
receptors located outside of the Project are based on emissions during the highest 
emissions during any construction year. Therefore, this impact would be less than 
significant. 
 
On‐site Sensitive Receptors 
The Project is not a significant source of TAC emissions. Construction activities 
produce short‐term emissions that would not contribute substantially to cancer risk, 
which is estimated on a 70‐year exposure period. 
 
Construction: ROG 
ROG is emitted during the application of architectural coatings (painting). The amount 
emitted is dependent on the amount of ROG (or VOC) in the paint. ROG emissions 
are typically an indoor air quality health hazard concern rather than an outdoor air 
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quality health hazard concern. Therefore, exposure to ROG during architectural 
coatings is a less than significant health impact. Therefore, the impact will be less than 
significant. 
 

There are three types of asphalt that are typically used in paving: asphalt cements, 
cutback asphalts, and emulsified asphalts. However, SJVAPCD Rule 4641 prohibits 
the use of the following types of asphalt: rapid cure cutback asphalt; medium cure 
cutback asphalt; slow cure asphalt that contains more than one‐half (0.5) percent of 
organic compounds that evaporate at 500 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) or lower; and 
emulsified asphalt containing organic compounds, in excess of 3 percent by volume, 
that evaporate at 500°F or lower. An exception to this is medium cure asphalt when 
the National Weather Service official forecast of the high temperature for the 24‐hour 
period following application is below 50°F. 
 

The acute (short‐term) health effects from worker direct exposure to asphalt fumes 
include irritation of the eyes, nose, and throat. Other effects include respiratory tract 
symptoms and pulmonary function changes. The studies were based on occupational 
exposure to fumes. Residents are not in the immediate vicinity of the fumes; therefore, 
they would not be subjected to concentrations high enough to evoke a negative 
response. In addition, the restrictions that are placed on asphalt in the San Joaquin 
Valley reduce ROG emissions from asphalt and exposure. The impact to nearby 
sensitive receptors from ROG during construction would be less than significant. 
 

Localized Pollutant Screening Analysis 
Emissions occurring at or near the Project have the potential to create a localized 
impact, also referred to as an air pollutant hotspot. Localized emissions are 
considered significant if, when combined with background emissions, they would 
result in exceedance of any health‐based air quality standard. The impact from 
localized pollutants is based on the impact to the nearest sensitive receptor. 
 

The SJVAPCD’s GAMAQI includes screening thresholds for identifying projects that 
need detailed analysis for localized impacts. Projects with on‐site emission increases 
from construction activities or operational activities that exceed the 100 pounds per 
day screening level of any criteria pollutant after compliance with Rule 9510 and 
implementation of all enforceable mitigation measures would require preparation of 
an ambient air quality analysis. The criteria pollutants of concern for localized impact 
in the SJVAB are PM10, PM2.5, NOX, and CO. There is no localized emission 
standard for ROG, and most types of ROG are not toxic and have no health‐based 
standard; however, ROG was included for informational purposes only. 
 

GAMAQI recommends that Lead Agencies consider situations wherein a new or 
modified source of HAPs is proposed for a location near an existing residential area 
or other sensitive receptors when evaluating potential impacts related to HAPs. 
Typical sources of HAPs include diesel trucks or permitted sources such as engines, 
boilers, or storage tanks. Because the project is not considered an operational source 
of increased HAPs and construction is to be temporary, no screening level Health Risk 
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Assessment (HRA) was required. Therefore, the Project would not result in significant 
impacts to sensitive receptors. There would be a less than significant impact. 
 

Mitigation Measure  
 

No mitigation measures are required. 
 
d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting 

a substantial number of people? 
 

The proposed Project is a residential community located near other residential 
neighborhoods, and commercial land uses as discussed in Impact #3.4.3c, above. 
  
SJVAPCD identifies some common types of facilities that have been known to 
produce odors in the SJVAB, such as wastewater treatment facilities, sanitary landfills, 
transfer stations, composting facilities, petroleum refinery, asphalt batch plants, 
chemical manufacturing plants, fiberglass manufacturing, paint/coating operations, 
food processing facilities, feed lot/dairy, and rendering plants (SJVAPCD, 2015). 
These can be used as a screening tool to qualitatively assess a Project’s potential to 
adversely affect area receptors.  
 

Because the Project is a residential project and the anticipated activities for the Project 
site are not listed in the SJVAPCD as a source that would create objectionable odors, 
the project is not expected to be a source of objectionable odors. Therefore, impacts 
would be less than significant. 

 
Mitigation Measures 

 
No mitigation is required. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

 
IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES – Would the project: 
 
a) Have a substantial adverse 
effect, either directly or through 
habitat modifications, on any 
species identified as a candidate, 
sensitive, or special status 
species in local or regional plans, 
policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and 
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

 X   

 
b) Have a substantial adverse 
effect on any riparian habitat or 
other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional 
plans, policies, regulations or by 
the California Department of Fish 
and Game or US Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

  X  

 
c) Have a substantial adverse 
effect on federally protected 
wetlands as defined by Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act 
(including, but not limited to, 
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) 
through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other 
means? 

   X 

 
d) Interfere substantially with the 
movement of any native resident 
or migratory fish or wildlife species 
or with established native resident 
or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife 
nursery sites? 

  X  
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

 
e) Conflict with any local policies 
or ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 

  X  

 
f) Conflict with the provisions of an 
adopted Habitat Conservation 
Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or state 
habitat conservation plan? 

  X  

 
DISCUSSION 
 
The biological resources evaluation is based upon a review of available literature, 
databases, and existing site conditions evaluated during a reconnaissance survey. These 
studies evaluated the potential for sensitive biological resources to occur on and in the 
vicinity of the Project, and any impacts that could potentially occur. A copy of the biological 
survey form is included as Appendix B of this document.  
 
Queries of the California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s California Natural Diversity 
Database (California Department of Fish and Wildlife, 2021), the California Native Plant 
Society’s Rare Plant Program Inventory (California Native Plant Society, 2021), and the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service’s Information for Planning and Consultation online 
tool (US Fish and Wildlife Service, 2021a) were conducted to identify special-status plant 
and wildlife species with the potential to occur within the Project and in the vicinity of the 
Project. These queries were centered on the Clovis, California USGS 7.5” quadrangle, 
within which the Project is located, and the surrounding eight quadrangles. Information 
regarding the presence of Critical Habitat in the Project vicinity was obtained from the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service’s Critical Habitat Mapper database (USFWS, 
2021b). The results of the database inquiries were reviewed to evaluate the potential for 
the occurrence of special-status species and other sensitive biological resources known 
to occur on or near the Project site prior to conducting the biological reconnaissance 
survey. 
 
This analysis is based on a biological reconnaissance survey of the Project and 
accessible areas within 250 feet (Biological Survey Area, BSA). The Project was 
completely fenced with chain link fencing and was inaccessible, so the Project area was 
observed from its perimeter with the aid of binoculars. The 250-foot buffer surrounding 
the Project consisted mainly of private property, so these areas were also surveyed from 
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a distance with the aid of binoculars. Nearly 100 percent of the Survey Area was visible 
using this survey technique. 
 
The purpose of the survey was to determine the presence and extent of existing plant 
communities and any sensitive habitats, the presence and potential for occurrence of 
special-status plant and animal species, and to identify any other sensitive biological 
resources within the Survey Area. Protocol surveys for specific special-status wildlife 
species were not conducted. Locational data were documented using the Esri ArcGIS 
Collector application installed on an iPad. Photographs were taken to document the 
existing landscape and any sensitive biological resources. Plant and wildlife species and 
current site conditions were recorded while conducting the survey. 
 
General Site Conditions 
The Project is located on 20 acres on the eastern side of the City of Fresno in Fresno 
County, California. Fresno is situated within the San Joaquin Valley, most of which has 
been developed for agricultural and urban use. The Project is bordered by North Fowler 
Avenue and residential development to the west, East Dakota Avenue and a disked 
agricultural field to the south, a field of non-native grasses and the Mountain View 
Community Church to the north, and a field of non-native grasses and residential 
development to the east. Land use surrounding the Project is primarily residential and 
commercial.  
 
Based on historical aerial imagery, the eastern half and northwestern quadrant of the 
Project appear to have been cultivated with row crops as recently as 2017 (Google 2021). 
Observations from the site survey revealed these areas were dominated by non-native 
and invasive grasses, predominantly foxtail barely (Hordeum marinum), and appeared to 
have been disked somewhat recently. A chain link fence bisects the eastern and western 
halves of the Project site, and another fence bisects the northwestern and southwestern 
quadrants There is a home with multiple storage sheds on the southwestern quadrant of 
the Project site, which have some planted ornamental species like Mexican fan palm 
(Washingtonia robusta) and oleander (Nerium oleander). Vegetation observed in the 250-
foot buffer includes planted ornamental species around homes and the church, and 
ruderal species along roadway shoulders and in the non-native grassland, including wild 
oat (Avena sp.), annual burweed (Ambrosia acanthicarpa), and cheeseweed (Malva 
parviflora). Almost all annual species observed were dry and senesced. 
 
The wildlife species observed during the survey were typical of urban habitats of the San 
Joaquin Valley. Avian species observed include American crow (Corvus brachryhnchos), 
northern mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos), and house sparrow (Passer domesticus). A 
domestic dog (Canis familiaris) was observed at the residential property on the southwest 
corner of the Project, where it had access to the rest of the Project through a gap in the 
fence. A California ground squirrel (Otospermophilus beecheyi) was observed in the 250-
buffer near the church. The non-native grassland on the Project site had been recently 
disked and no small mammal burrows were observed. 
 
There were 25 plant species, ten (10) bird species, and two mammal species identified 
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during the reconnaissance survey (Table 3.4.4-1). None of these species are listed under 
the federal or California Endangered Species Acts. 
 

Table 3.4.4-1 
List of Plant and Wildlife Species Observed on the Project Site 

 
Scientific name Common name 
Plants 
Acmispon americanus American bird's foot trefoil 
Ambrosia acanthicarpa annual burweed 
Amsinckia menziesii fiddleneck 
Avena sp. wild oat 
Bromus diandrus ripgut brome 
Centromadia pungens spikeweed 
Cirsium vulgare bull thistle 
Convolvulus arvensis field bindweed 
Croton setiger doveweed 
Cynodon dactylon Bermuda grass 
Datura wrightii Jimson weed 
Erigeron canadensis horseweed 
Erodium cicutarium redstem filaree 
Eucalyptus sp. eucalyptus 
Euphorbia sp. spurge 
Heterotheca grandiflora telegraph weed 
Hordeum murinum foxtail barley 
Lactuca serriola prickly lettuce 
Malva parviflora cheeseweed 
Nerium oleander oleander 
Populus fremontii cottonwood 
Raphanus raphanistrum wild radish 
Sisymbrium irio London rocket 
Tribulus terrestris puncture vine 
Washingtonia robusta Mexican fan palm 
 various ornamental 
Wildlife 
Calypte anna Anna's hummingbird 
Canis familiaris domestic dog 
Corvus brachyrhynchos American crow 
Euphagus cyanocephalus Brewer's blackbird 
Haemhorous mexicanus house finch 
Larus californicus California gull 
Mimus polyglottos northern mockingbird 
Otospermophilus beecheyi California ground squirrel 
Passer domesticus house sparrow 
Sayornis nigricans black phoebe 
Sayornis saya Say's phoebe 
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Scientific name Common name 
Zenaida macroura mourning dove 
Calypte anna Anna's hummingbird 
Canis familiaris domestic dog 
Corvus brachyrhynchos American crow 
Euphagus cyanocephalus Brewer's blackbird 

 
Impact Analysis 
This section describes the results of the database searches and, using conditions present 
on the Project site as determined by the reconnaissance survey, provides an analysis of 
Project impacts on each of six biological evaluation criteria. Each of the biological 
evaluation criteria were determined to be in one of three categories: less-than-significant 
impacts with mitigation incorporated, less-than-significant impacts, and no impacts. Each 
of the evaluation criteria are discussed below and mitigation measures are provided as 
warranted to, when implemented, reduce impacts to below significant levels. 
 
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 

modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special 
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 
The literature and database search indicated that there is potential for several special-
status species to be present on or in the vicinity of the Project site. An evaluation of 
each of the potential special-status species, which included habitat requirements, 
likelihood of required habitat to occur within the Project vicinity, and a comparison to 
the CNDDB records was conducted. The results of this evaluation concluded that 16 
plant species and two (2) wildlife species with special status have a reasonable 
potential to occur on or near the Project site.  
Special-Status Species 
Special-Status Plant Species  
Based on the database queries, there are 16 special-status plant species that have 
the potential to occur within the subject quadrangle and eight surrounding 
quadrangles: Hoover’s calycadenia (Calycadenia hooveri), bristly sedge (Carex 
comosa), succulent owl’s clover (Castilleja campestris var. succulenta), California 
jewelflower (Caulanthus californicus), dwarf downingia (Downingia pusilla), spiny-
sepaled button celery (Eryngium spinosepalum), California satintail (Imperata 
brevifolia), forked hareleaf (Lagophylla dichotoma), Madera leptosiphon (Leptosiphon 
serrulatus), pincushion navarretia (Navarretia myersii ssp. myersii), San Joaquin 
Valley Orcutt grass (Orcuttia inaequalis), hairy Orcutt grass (Orcuttia pilosa), 
Hartweg’s golden sunburst (Pseudobahia bahiifolia), San Joaquin adobe sunburst 
(Pseudobahia peirsonii), Sanford’s arrowhead (Sagitarria sanfordii), and Greene’s 
tuctoria (Tuctoria greenei). 
None of these special-status plant species were observed during the survey. 
Approximately 15 acres of the Project site currently supports non-native annual 
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grassland, which appears to be routinely maintained through disking and historically 
farmed with row crops. The residence and its storage sheds occupy the remaining 5 
acres of the Project site and consist of compacted ground with ornamental and non-
native plant species. The 250-foot buffer surrounding the Project has also been 
disturbed by urban and agricultural development.   
The non-native grassland habitat within the Survey Area is not suitable for any of the 
special-status species listed above because it is routinely maintained, previously 
disturbed by farming practices for many years, and because most native species 
cannot compete with invasive grass species such as those observed during the 
survey (foxtail barley, wild oat, ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus). 
Areas within the Survey Area that are developed for urban use are permanently 
disturbed by paved surfaces, structures, landscaping practices, and other 
anthropogenic activities, which would also preclude the establishment and growth of 
the special-status species listed above. 
No part of the Survey Area would support any special-status plant species identified 
from the database queries, so development of the Project would not impact any of 
these species. Thus, no protective measures for special-status plant species are 
warranted. 
Sensitive Wildlife Species 
Based on the database queries there were 34 special-status wildlife species that 
were identified as having a potential to occur within the subject quadrangle and eight 
surrounding quadrangles. Thirty-two (32) of these species were eliminated from 
consideration due to the lack of suitable habitat.  
California tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense), western spadefoot (Spea 
hammondii), California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii), vernal pool fairy shrimp 
(Branchinecta lynchi), conservancy fairy shrimp (Branchinecta conservatio), 
hardhead (Mylopharadon conocephalus), delta smelt (Hypomesus transpacificus), 
western pond turtle (Emys marmorata), and giant garter snake (Thamnophis gigas) 
are dependent upon water bodies and/or vernal pools, which are not present within 
the Survey Area. There were no CNDDB records for California red-legged frog, 
conservancy shrimp, delta smelt, or giant garter snake resulting from the 9-quad 
database query.  
Pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus), spotted bat (Euderma maculatum), western mastiff 
bat (Eumops perotis californicus), and hoary bat (Lasiurus cinereus) roost in dense 
foliage of medium to large trees, in cliffs and rock crevices, and/or in buildings and 
bridges, depending on the species. None of these features were present on or near 
the Project.  
There are no elderberry shrubs (Sambucus sp.) in the Survey Area, so valley 
elderberry longhorn beetle (Desmocerus californicus dimorphus) would not be 
present.  



28 

Monarch butterflies (Danaus plexxipus) require dense groves of trees to roost in 
during their migration, which are not present on or near the Project. The 9-quad 
CNDDB query did not produce any results for the species.  
There were no preferred plant species for forage and no small mammal burrows for 
nesting for the Crotch bumblebee (Bombus crotchii), so this species is not expected 
to be present. 
There is no suitable nesting or foraging habitat for tricolored blackbird (Agelaius 
tricolor), great egret (Ardea alba), snowy egret (Egretta thula), black-crowned night 
heron (Nycticorax nycticorax), or double-crested cormorant (Phalacrocorax auratus), 
which require wetlands, marshes, coastal waters, or other water features to provide 
habitat for either riparian obligate species western yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus 
americanus occidentalis) and least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus. The Project 
supports annual grassland that is suitable for burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) and 
California horned lark (Eremophila alpestris actia), but because the area is small and 
isolated from contiguous habitat by urban development, and because there are no 
suitable burrows present for the burrowing owl, these species are not expected to 
occur on the Project site. 
The Project site has been repeatedly disturbed, is isolated from any natural habitat, 
and does not contain small mammal burrows, and thus is not suitable for blunt-nosed 
leopard lizard (Gambelia sila), California glossy snake (Arizona elegans occidentalis), 
Northern California legless lizard (Anniella pulchra), or coast horned lizard 
(Phrynosoma blainvillii). There were no CNDDB occurrences for blunt-nosed leopard 
lizard resulting from the 9-quad query. No small mammal burrows were observed 
during the survey, the Project site is not contiguous with any natural habitat, and the 
non-native grassland habitat that is present is only marginally acceptable for Fresno 
kangaroo rat (Dipodomys nitratoides exilis), San Joaquin pocket mouse 
(Perognathus inornatus), and American badger (Taxidea taxus). 
Only two species resulting from the database queries have the potential to occur 
within the Project site and/or vicinity: Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsonsi) and San 
Joaquin kit fox (Vulpes macrotis mutica). Nesting birds protected by the federal 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) may also be present during the breeding season. 
San Joaquin Kit Fox 
San Joaquin kit fox, a federally Endangered and State Threatened species, has a low 
potential to occur on the Project site and the surrounding area. The nearest CNDDB 
occurrence is approximately 9.5 miles southeast of the Project site, where an 
individual was observed in the town of Sanger in the 10980s (EONDX 70606). The 
non-native grassland present in the Survey Area provides marginal habitat and a 
limited prey base, and it is unlikely that a San Joaquin kit fox would become an 
established resident in the Project site. However, San Joaquin kit foxes are known to 
adapt well to urban areas and scavenge anthropogenic food items, which may be 
available in the residential and commercial development surrounding the Project.  
San Joaquin kit foxes are known to be in the region in low densities and to adapt well 
to human presence, so the species could be present on or near the Project as a 
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transient at any time. Because the Project supports only marginal habitat and is a 
small area, development of the Project area would not result in a significant loss of 
habitat for the species. If the species were to be present during construction activities 
individual San Joaquin kit foxes could be injured or killed, or normal reproductive or 
foraging behaviors could be affected. 
Swainson’s Hawk 
Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni) is a State Threatened species and has potential 
to occur in the habitat around the Project site but is unlikely to nest on the Project 
site. Swainson’s hawks forage in agricultural fields, shrublands, and grasslands, and 
typically nest in scattered trees or small groves. There is one CNDDB record of this 
species within 10 miles of the Project site, which is from 1956 and encompasses a 5-
mile radius area that includes most of the City of Fresno (EONDX 91594). Despite 
limited CNDDB documentation, the species is known to occur in the region. 
The Project footprint contains very marginal foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk and 
there is a limited prey base for the species in the Survey Area. However, there are 
suitably large trees for nesting in the residential and commercial areas surrounding 
the Project, and there is suitable foraging habitat approximately 4 miles southwest of 
the Project site, where there are active agricultural fields and other open lands 
Although the species is very unlikely to forage or nest on the Project site, there is 
potential for it to nest in the immediate vicinity. If the species were to nest within 0.5 
mile of the Project site during construction activities, normal reproductive or foraging 
behaviors could be affected. 
Nesting Migratory Birds 
Migratory bird species are protected under the federal MBTA. No active or inactive 
bird nests were observed during the survey, which was conducted outside of the 
typical avian breeding season (February 1 – September 15). The Project and 
surrounding vicinity provide suitable nesting habitat for a variety of bird species which 
may nest in tree branches and cavities, shrubs, man-made structures, and directly 
on the ground. If nesting migratory birds are in the vicinity of the Project during 
construction activities, individual birds could be injured or killed, or normal 
reproductive or foraging behaviors could be affected. 
Conclusion 
The Project site occurs within urban development in the City of Fresno and has been 
repeatedly and/or permanently disturbed for many years. The Survey Area supports 
mostly non-native grasses and other ruderal or ornamental species and is 
predominately surrounded by residential and commercial development.  
No special-status plant or wildlife species or their sign were observed during the 
survey.  
It is very unlikely that any special-status plant species occur in the Project area or in 
the vicinity due to historic agricultural development, the current vegetation 
composition, and maintenance regimen, and permanent residential development. No 
minimization, avoidance, or mitigation measures related to special-status plants are 
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warranted. No Impacts to Swainson’s hawks or other nesting raptors or avian species 
will occur through Implementation of Mitigation Measure MM BIO-1.1through BIO-1.4 
of GP PEIR SCH No. 20190500005. 
Implementation of all biological resource-related mitigation measures of the GP PEIR 
SCH No. 20190500005 for the Fresno General Plan have been applied to the 
proposed Project. Therefore, no actions or activities resulting from the 
implementation of the proposed Project would have the potential to affect floral, or 
faunal species or their habitat. Therefore, impacts to biological resources would be 
less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 
 

Mitigation Measures 
 
The proposed project shall implement and incorporate the biological resource-related 
mitigation measures as identified in the attached Project Specific Mitigation Monitoring 
Checklist datedSeptember 2021.  
 
PEIR MM BIO-1.1: Construction of a proposed project shall avoid, where possible, 
vegetation communities that provide suitable habitat for a special-status species known 
to occur within the Planning Area. If construction within a potentially suitable habitat must 
occur, the presence/absence of any special-status plant or wildlife species must be 
determined prior to construction to determine if the habitat supports any special-status 
species. If a special-status species are determined to occupy any portion of a project site, 
avoidance and minimization measures shall be incorporated into the construction phase 
of a project to avoid direct or incidental take of a listed species to the greatest extent 
feasible. Specific mitigation measures for direct or incidental impacts to special-status 
species shall be determined on a case-by-case basis through agency consultation during 
the review process for discretionary projects, and shall be consistent with survey 
protocols and mitigations measures recommended by the agency at the time of 
consultation. 

 
PEIR MM BIO-1.2: Direct or incidental take of any state or federally listed species shall 
be avoided to the greatest extent feasible. If the construction of a proposed project will 
result in the direct or incidental take of a listed species, consultation with the resources 
agencies and/or additional permitting may be required. Agency consultation through the 
CDFW 2081 and USFWS Section 7 or Section 10 permitting processes shall take place 
prior to any action that may result in the direct or incidental take of a listed species. 
Specific mitigation measures for direct or incidental impacts to special-status species 
shall be determined on a case-by-case basis through agency consultation during the 
review process for discretionary projects and shall be consistent with survey protocols 
and mitigations measures recommended by the agency at the time of consultation. 

 
PEIR MM BIO-1.3: Development within the Planning Area shall avoid, where possible, 
special‐status natural communities and vegetation communities that provide suitable 
habitat for special‐status species. If a proposed project will result in the loss of a special‐
status natural community or suitable habitat for special‐status species, compensatory 
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habitat‐based mitigation is required under CEQA and CESA. Mitigation shall consist of 
preserving on‐site habitat, restoring similar habitat or purchasing off‐site credits from an 
approved mitigation bank. Compensatory mitigation shall be determined through 
consultation with the City and/or resource agencies. An appropriate mitigation strategy 
and ratio shall be agreed upon by the developer and lead agency to reduce project 
impacts to special‐status natural communities to a less than significant level. Agreed‐
upon mitigation ratios shall depend on the quality of the habitat and the presence/absence 
of a special‐status species. Specific mitigation measures for direct or incidental impacts 
to special‐status natural communities and vegetation communities shall be determined 
on a case-by-case basis through agency consultation during the review process for 
discretionary projects and shall be consistent with survey protocols and mitigations 
measures recommended by the agency at the time of consultation. 

 
PEIR MM BIO-1.4: Proposed projects within the Planning Area should avoid, if possible, 
construction within the general nesting season of February through August for avian 
species protected under Fish and Game Code 3500 and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
(MBTA), if it is determined that suitable nesting habitat occurs on a project site. If 
construction cannot avoid the nesting season, a pre-construction clearance survey shall 
be conducted by a qualified biologist to determine if any nesting birds or nesting activity 
is observed on or within 500-feet of a project site. If an active nest is observed during the 
survey, a biological monitor shall be on-site to ensure that no proposed project activities 
would impact the active nest. A suitable buffer shall be established around the active nest 
until the nestlings have fledged and the nest is no longer active. Project activities may 
continue in the vicinity of the nest only at the discretion of the biological monitor. Prior to 
the commencement of grading activities and issuance of any building permits, the Director 
of the City of Fresno Planning and Development Department, or designee, shall verify 
that all proposed project grading and construction plans include specific documentation 
regarding the requirements of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and California Fish 
and Game Code Section 3503, that preconstruction surveys have been completed and 
the results reviewed by staff, and that the appropriate buffers (if needed) are noted on the 
plans and established in the field. Specific mitigation measures for direct or incidental 
impacts to avian species protected under Fish and Game Code 3500 and the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) shall be determined on a case-by-case basis through agency 
consultation during the review process for discretionary projects and shall be consistent 
with survey protocols and mitigations measures recommended by the agency at the time 
of consultation. 

 
 

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive 
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations 
or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 
 
The nine-quadrangle CNDDB query yielded four (4) sensitive natural communities: 
Northern Claypan Vernal Pool, Northern Hardpan Vernal Pool, Great Valley Mixed 
Riparian Forest, and Sycamore Alluvial Woodland. 
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The Project is not located near any riverine or floodplain area that would support 
riparian species. The Project has been repeatedly disturbed for agricultural use and 
would not support vernal pools. Due to historical and current disturbance, these 
sensitive natural communities are not expected to occur. The Project’s impacts would 
be less than significant. 
 

Mitigation Measures 
 

No mitigation is required. 
 
 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

 
The United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has regulatory authority over 
the Clean Water Act (CWA), as provided for by the EPA. The USACE has established 
specific criteria for the determination of wetlands based upon the presence of wetland 
hydrology, hydric soils, and hydrophilic vegetation. There are no federally protected 
wetlands or vernal pools that occur within the Project.  
 
Wetlands, streams, reservoirs, sloughs, and ponds typically meet the criteria for 
federal jurisdiction under Section 404 of the CWA and state jurisdiction under the 
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. Streams and ponds typically meet the 
criteria for State jurisdiction under Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code. 
There is a freshwater pond 0.3 miles southwest of the Project area, but it will not be 
impacted by Project activities. 
 
The National Wetland Inventory identified a “riverine/canal ditch” near the proposed 
Project. However, that feature was not found to be present during the reconnaissance 
survey, apparently due to previous residential development. The biological survey did 
not identify any other features on or near the project that would meet the criteria for 
either federal or State jurisdiction. Accordingly, there are no wetlands or Waters of the 
U.S. occurring on the Project site. There would be no impact to federally or State 
protected wetlands or waterways as a result of the proposed project. Therefore, the 
Project would have no impact. 
 

Mitigation Measures 
 

No mitigation is required. 
 
 

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory 
fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 
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Wildlife migratory corridors are described as a narrow stretch of land that connects 
two open pieces of habitat that would otherwise be unconnected. These routes 
provide shelter and sufficient food supplies to support wildlife species during 
migration. Movement corridors generally consist of riparian, woodlands, or forested 
habitats that span contiguous acres of undisturbed habitat and are important elements 
of resident species’ home ranges.  
The Project falls within the Pacific Flyway, a significant migratory route encompassing 
the west coast of North America, but the Project represents a very small land acreage 
within this territory and does not support any significant migratory stopover habitat. 
The proposed Project and surrounding area does not occur within a known terrestrial 
migration route, significant wildlife corridor, or linkage area as identified by the 
Essential Habitat Connectivity Project (Spencer, W.D., et al, 2010). The survey 
conducted for the Project did not provide evidence of a wildlife nursery or important 
migratory habitat being present on the Project site. Migratory birds and raptors could 
use habitat on and near the Project for foraging and/or as stopover sites during 
migrations or movement between local areas.  
The Project is a relatively small, isolated, undeveloped area within the mainly 
developed City of Fresno. Development of the Project would not restrict, eliminate, or 
significantly alter a wildlife movement corridor, wildlife core area, or Essential Habitat 
Connectivity area, either during construction or after the Project has been constructed. 
Project construction will not substantially interfere with wildlife movements or reduce 
breeding opportunities. 
The proposed Project would not interfere with the movement of any native resident 
or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory 
wildlife corridors or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. Therefore, the 
Project’s impacts would be less than significant. 
 

Mitigation Measures 
 

No mitigation is required. 
 
 

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, 
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? 

 
The proposed Project is subject to provisions of the City’s Municipal Code regarding 
trees on public property (Article 3 of Section 13 of the City of Fresno Municipal 
Code), and as proposed does not conflict with any of the existing ordinances. There 
are a few trees associated with the existing dwelling that will be removed. These are 
ornamental trees and not native species.  No trees will be removed as a result of the 
Project.  . As a result, no impact would occur related to local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. In 
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addition, the Project will comply with the policies and goals of the General Plan 
pertaining to protecting biological resources. Therefore, the proposed Project would 
have less than significant impacts. 
 

Mitigation Measures 
 

No mitigation is required. 
 
 

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state 
habitat conservation plan? 

 
The Project is not located within any Natural Community Conservation Plan or any 
other local, regional, or State Conservation Plan. With mitigation, the proposed Project 
would not conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State Habitat 
Conservation Plan. 
 

Mitigation Measures 
 

No mitigation is required. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

 
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES – Would the project: 
 
a) Cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of a 
historical resource as defined in 
Section 15064.5? 

 X   

 
b) Cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource pursuant 
to Section 15064.5? 

 
 

X   

 
c) Disturb any human remains, 
including those interred outside of 
formal cemeteries? 

 X   

 
DISCUSSION 
 
A Cultural Resources Technical Memo that outlines the results of the Records Search is 
included as Appendix C of this document.  
 
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource 

pursuant to Section 15064.5? 
 

There are no structures that exist within the Project or the surrounding area that are 
listed in the National or Local Register of Historic Places, and the subject site is not 
within a designated historic district. There are no known archaeological l resources 
that exist within the Project area. 
There is no evidence that cultural resources of any type (including historical or 
archaeological) exist on the subject property. Past record searches for the region have 
not revealed the likelihood of cultural resources on the subject property or in its 
immediate vicinity. Therefore, it is not expected that the proposed Project may impact 
cultural resources. It should be noted however, that lack of surface evidence of 
historical resources does not preclude the subsurface existence of archaeological 
resources. It should also be noted that lack of surface evidence of historical or 
archaeological resources does not preclude the discovery of subsurface resources 
during construction. In the event historical or archaeological resources are found, 
construction will halt, and a qualified historical resources specialist will be contacted 
and will make recommendations to the City.  
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It should be noted however, that lack of surface evidence of historical resources does 
not preclude the subsurface existence of archaeological resources. Furthermore, 
previously unknown or undiscovered human remains could be disturbed during 
Project construction. However, during excavation activities, there is always the 
potential to discover archaeological or historical cultural resources. In the event 
cultural resources are found, construction will halt, and a qualified archaeologist or 
cultural resources specialist will be contacted and will make recommendations to the 
City. Implementation of the Fresno General Plan GP PEIR Mitigation Measure CUL-
1.1, CUL 1.2 and CUL 2 will result in a less than significant impact with mitigation 
incorporated. 
 

Mitigation Measures 
 

The proposed project shall implement and incorporate the cultural resource-related 
mitigation measures as identified in the attached Project Specific Mitigation Monitoring 
Checklist dated September 2021.  

 
PEIR MM CUL-1.1: If previously unknown resources are encountered before or during 
grading activities, construction shall stop in the immediate vicinity of the find, and a 
qualified historical resources specialist shall be consulted to determine whether the 
resource requires further study. The qualified historical resources specialist shall make 
recommendations to the City on the measures that shall be implemented to protect the 
discovered resources, including but not limited to the excavation of the finds and 
evaluation of the finds in accordance with Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines and 
the City’s Historic Preservation Ordinance. If the resources are determined to be unique 
historical resources as defined under Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, measures 
shall be identified by the monitor and recommended to the Lead Agency. Appropriate 
measures for significant resources could include avoidance or capping, incorporation of 
the site in green space, parks, or open space, or data recovery excavations of the finds. 

 
No further grading shall occur in the area of the discovery until the Lead Agency approves 
the measures to protect these resources. Any historical artifacts recovered as a result of 
mitigation shall be provided to a City‐approved institution or person who is capable of 
providing long‐term preservation to allow future scientific study. 

 
PEIR MM CUL-1.2:  Prior to approval of any discretionary project that could result in an 
adverse change to a potentially historical and/or cultural resource, the City shall require 
a site‐specific evaluation of historical and/or cultural resources by a professional who 
meets the Secretary of Interior’s Qualifications. The evaluation shall provide 
recommendations to mitigate potential impacts to historical and/or cultural resources and 
shall be approved by the Directory of Planning and Development 

 
PEIR MM CUL-2: Subsequent to a preliminary City review of the project grading plans, if 
there is evidence that a project will include excavation or construction activities within 
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previously undisturbed soils, a field survey and literature search for prehistoric 
archaeological resources shall be conducted. The following procedures shall be followed. 

 
• If prehistoric resources are not found during either the field survey or literature 

search, excavation and/or construction activities can commence. In the event that 
buried prehistoric archaeological resources are discovered during excavation 
and/or construction activities, construction shall stop in the immediate vicinity of 
the find, and a qualified archaeologist shall be consulted to determine whether the 
resource requires further study. The qualified archaeologist shall make 
recommendations to the City on the measures that shall be implemented to protect 
the discovered resources, including but not limited to the excavation of the finds 
and evaluation of the finds in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. 
If the resources are determined to be unique prehistoric archaeological resources 
as defined under Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, mitigation measures 
shall be identified by the monitor and recommended to the Lead Agency. 
Appropriate measures for significant resources could include avoidance or 
capping, incorporation of the site in green space, parks, or open space, or data 
recovery excavations of the finds. No further grading shall occur in the area of the 
discovery until the Lead Agency approves the measures to protect these 
resources. Any prehistoric archaeological artifacts recovered as a result of 
mitigation shall be provided to a City approved institution or person who is capable 
of pro viding long-term preservation to allow future scientific study. 

 
• If prehistoric resources are found during the field survey or literature review, the 

resources shall be inventoried using appropriate State record forms and submit 
the forms to the Southern San Joaquin Valley Information Center. The resources 
shall be evaluated for significance. If the resources are found to be significant, 
measures shall be identified by the qualified archaeologist. Similar to above, 
appropriate mitigation measures for significant resources could include avoidance 
or capping, incorporation of the site in green space, parks, or open space, or data 
recovery excavations of the finds. In addition, appropriate mitigation for excavation 
and construction activities in the vicinity of the resources found during the field 
survey or literature review shall include an archaeological monitor. The monitoring 
period shall be determined by the qualified archaeologist. If additional prehistoric 
archaeological resources are found during excavation and/or construction 
activities, the procedure identified above for the discovery of unknown resources 
shall be followed. 

 
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological 

resource pursuant to Section 15064.5? 
 

See Impact V (a) above. 
There are no known archaeological resources that exist within the Project site. A 
Sacred Land File search conducted by the Native American Heritage Commission 
resulted in negative results for tribal cultural sites.  There is no evidence that cultural 
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resources of any type (including historical and archaeological) exist on the Project 
site. Nevertheless, there is a possibility that an unknown buried resource may exist 
in the area and be obscured by vegetation, fill, or other historical activities, leaving 
no surface evidence. Implementation of the Fresno General Plan GP PEIR Mitigation 
Measure CUL-1.1, CUL-1.2 and CUL-2 will result in a less than significant impact 
with mitigation incorporated. 

 
Mitigation Measures 

 
Implementation of MM CUL-1.1, CUL 1.2 and CUL 2.. 
  
 

 
c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal 

cemeteries? 
 

Although cultural resources are not anticipated onsite, like most projects in the state, 
the possibility exists that these resources could be found during construction; 
therefore, mitigation would be required to reduce this impact to a less than significant 
level. Therefore, due to the ground-disturbing activities that will occur as a result of 
the Project, the measures within the GP PEIR SCH No. 20190500005 for the Fresno 
General Plan, PEIR Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program to address 
archaeological resources and human remains will be employed to guarantee that 
should archaeological and/or historic artifacts be encountered during Project 
excavations, then work shall stop immediately; and, that qualified professionals in the 
respective field are contacted and consulted in order to ensure that the activities of 
the proposed Project will not involve physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or 
alteration of historical, archaeological, or paleontological resources. In conclusion, 
with the GP PEIR Mitigation Measure CUL-3 incorporated, the proposed Project will 
not result in any cultural resource impacts and  impacts would be less than significant 
with mitigation incorporated. 

 
 

Mitigation Measures  
 
PEIR MM CUL-3: In the event that human remains are unearthed during excavation and 
grading activities of any future development project, all activity shall cease immediately. 
Pursuant to Health and Safety Code (HSC) Section 7050.5, no further disturbance shall 
occur until the County Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin and 
disposition pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98(a). If the remains are determined to be of 
Native American descent, the coroner shall, within 24 hours, notify the Native American 
Heritage Commission (NAHC). The NAHC shall then contact the most likely descendent 
of the deceased Native American, who shall then serve as the consultant on how to 
proceed with the remains. 
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Pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98(b), upon the discovery of Native American remains, 
the landowner shall ensure that the immediate vicinity, according to generally accepted 
cultural or archaeological standards or practices, where the Native American human 
remains are located is not damaged or disturbed by further development activity until the 
landowner has discussed and conferred with the most likely descendants regarding their 
recommendations, if applicable, taking into account the possibility of multiple human 
remains. The landowner shall discuss and confer with the descendants all reasonable 
options regarding the descendants' preferences for treatment. 
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Impact 
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No 
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VI. ENERGY – Would the project: 
 
a) Result in potentially significant 
environmental impact due to 
wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary consumption of 
energy resources, during project 
construction or operation? 

  X  

 
b) Conflict with or obstruct a state 
or local plan for renewable energy 
or energy efficiency? 

  X  

 
The following analysis is based on the Small Project Analysis Level Assessment (SPAL) 
(Trinity Consultants, 2022) prepared for the Project (Appendix A) and available energy 
resource consumption data. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, 

inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project 
construction or operation? 

 
The proposed Project would involve the use of energy during construction and 
operation. Energy use during the construction phase would be in the form of fuel 
consumption (e.g., gasoline and diesel fuel) to operate heavy equipment, light-duty 
vehicles, and machinery. Long-term operation of the proposed includes electricity and 
natural gas service to power internal and exterior building lighting and heating and 
cooling systems. In addition, the increase in vehicle trips associated with the Project 
would increase fuel consumption within the City. 

 
Electricity service for the proposed project would be provided by Pacific Gas and 
Electric Company (PG&E). The PG&E and State of California 2019 power mix is 
detailed in Table 3.4.6-1. Energy usage by sector is outlined in Table 3.4.6-2. 
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Table 3.4.6-1 
PG&E and the State of California 2019 Power Mix 

 
Energy Resource PG&E Power Mix California-Wide Power Mix 

Eligible Renewable 29% 32% 
Biomass & Biowaste 3% 2% 
Geothermal 2% 5% 
Small Hydroelectric 2% 2% 
Solar 12% 12% 
Wind 9% 10% 
Coal 0% 3% 
Large Hydroelectric 27% 15% 
Natural Gas 0% 34% 
Nuclear 44% 9% 
Other 0% 0% 
Unspecified 1 0% 7% 
Total 100% 100% 
Source: (PG&E, 2020) 
1 Electricity from transactions that are not traceable to specific generation source 

 
Table 3.4.6-2 

Electricity Consumption in PG&E Service Area (2020) 
 

Agricultural 
and Water 

Pump 

Commercial 
Building 

Commercial 
Other 

Industry Mining and 
Construction 

Residential Total 
Streetlight 

Usage 

6,638 26,247 3,949 9,814 1,748 29,834 290 78,519 
Source: (California Energy Commission, 2020) 
Note: All usage expressed in millions of kWh (GWh). 
 
PG&E also maintains approximately 42,141 miles of gas distribution pipelines and 6,438 
miles of gas transmission pipelines (PG&E, 2021). Table 3.4.6-3 below presents natural 
gas consumption by sector for PG&E in 2019. 
 

Table 3.4.6-3 
Natural Gas Consumption in PG&E Service Territory (2020) 

 
Agricultural 
and Water 

Pump 

Commercial 
Building 

Commercial 
Other 

Industry Mining and 
Construction 

Residential Total 
Usage 

44 797 51 1,585 140 1,891 4,509 
Source: Source: (California Energy Commission, 2020) 
Note: All usage expressed in Millions of Therms 
 

The proposed Project’s estimated energy usage calculated using CalEEMod and 
shown in the CalEEMod output files in Appendix A is summarized and compared to 
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statewide usage in Table 3.4.6-4. Estimated motor vehicle fuel use is further detailed 
in Table 3.4.6-5. As shown in 3.4.6-4, the proposed Project would make a minimal 
contribution to state-wide energy consumption in these categories. 

 
Table 3.4.6-4 

Estimated Project Related Energy Usage 
 

Form of 
Energy 

Units Annual 
Project-
Related 

Energy Use 

Annual State-
Wide Energy 

Use 

Project % of 
Statewide 

Energy Use 

Electricity kWh/year 717,116 272,576,000,000 
(California 

Energy 
Commission, 

2020) 

0.0002% 

Natural Gas kBTU/year 2,410,880 189,082,861,453 
(California 

Energy 
Commission, 

2020) 

0.00001% 

Motor Vehicle 
Fuels 

Gallons 243,182 11,517,369,224 
(California 

Department of 
Tax and Fee 

Administration, 
2021) 

0.00002% 
 

 
Table 3.4.6-5 

Estimated Project Related Annual Motor Vehicle Fuel Consumption 
 

Vehicle Type Percent of 
Vehicle Trips 

Annual Vehicle 
Miles Traveled 

Average Fuel 
Economy 

(miles/gallon) 
(U.S. 

Department of 
Energy, 2020) 

Total Annual 
Fuel 

Consumption 
(gallons) 

Passenger Cars 42% 1,300,404 24.2 53,736 
Light/Medium 

Trucks 
29% 897,898 17.5 51,308 

Heavy 
Trucks/Other 

29% 897,898 6.5 138,138 

Total 100% 3,096,200 - 243,182 
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The construction and the operation of the Project would comply with State and local 
plans and regulations. The proposed Project would be in compliance with all 
applicable federal, State, and local regulations regulating energy usage. The Project 
will comply with Title 24 Energy Efficiency Standards and CalGreen Code 
requirements for solar-ready roofs, electric vehicle charging, and water conservation. 
The Project would comply with the SJVAPCD requirements regarding the limitation of 
vehicle idling, and the use of fuel-efficient vehicles and equipment, to the extent 
feasible. Energy-saving strategies will be implemented where possible to further 
reduce the project’s energy consumption during the construction phase. Strategies 
being implemented include those recommended by the California Air Resources 
Board (CARB) that may reduce both the Project’s energy consumption, including 
diesel anti-idling measures, light-duty vehicle technology, usage of alternative fuels 
such as biodiesel blends and ethanol, and heavy-duty vehicle design measures to 
reduce energy consumption. As such, impacts would be less than significant. 

 
Mitigation Measures 

 
No mitigation is required. 

 
 
b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy 

efficiency? 
 

At the local level, there are several policies contained in the Fresno General Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report related to energy, such as:  

 
Policy RC‐8‐b: Energy Reduction Targets. Strive to reduce per capita residential 
electricity use to 1,800 kWh per year and non‐residential electricity use to 2,700 kWh 
per year per capita by developing and implementing incentives, design, and operation 
standards, promoting alternative energy sources, and cost‐effective savings.  

 
Policy RC‐8‐e: Energy Use Disclosure. Promote compliance with State law 
mandating disclosure of a building’s energy data and rating of the previous year to 
prospective buyers and lessees of the entire building or lenders financing the entire 
building.  

 
Policy RC‐8‐h: Solar Assistance. Identify and publicize information about financial 
mechanisms for private solar installations and provide over‐the‐counter permitting for 
solar installations meeting specified standards, which may include maximum size (in 
kV) of units that can be so approved. 
 
Policy RC‐8‐i: Renewable Target. Adopt and implement a program to increase the 
use of renewable energy to meet a given percentage of the city’s peak electrical load 
within a given time frame. 
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The Project would advance the implementation of these policies by providing a new 
source of renewable energy. The State’s primary mandate for renewable energy is 
embodied by AB 32 – The California Global Warming Solutions Act, which is 
implemented through its Scoping Plan. The 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan 
adopted by the California Air Resources Board outlines the strategies for achieving 
the emissions reduction target mandated in AB 32. One of the key strategies is the 
Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS), which now requires all electric utilities in 
California to include a minimum of 60 percent renewable generation sources in their 
overall energy mix by 2030.  
 
The Project will help increase the proportion of renewables in the Statewide energy 
portfolio, thereby furthering the implementation of RPS by the target year instead of 
obstructing its implementation.  
 The proposed Project would be in compliance with all applicable federal, State, and 
local regulations regulating energy usage, as shown in Table 6-1. The Project will 
comply with Title 24 Energy Efficiency Standards and CalGreen Code requirements 
for solar ready roofs, electric vehicle charging, and water conservation. The Project 
also includes the installation of solar panels on each home, to offset the use of 
electricity that would be generated by non-renewable energy sources such as coal-
fired power plants. 
 
The addition of the Project’s solar generation to the State’s electrical supply will help 
facilitate the retirement of existing older fossil-fueled generation plants, thereby 
avoiding or offsetting those sources of GHG emissions. The proposed Project would 
comply with all existing energy standards and would not result in significant adverse 
impacts on energy resources. For these reasons, the proposed Project would not be 
expected to cause an inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary use of energy resources 
nor cause a significant impact on any of the thresholds as described by Appendix F of 
the CEQA Guidelines. There would be a less than significant impact.. 

 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures are required. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

 
VII. GEOLOGY AND SOILS – Would the project: 
 
a) Directly or Indirectly cause 
potential substantial adverse 
effects, including the risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving: 

    

 
i) Rupture of a known earthquake 
fault, as delineated on the most 
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or 
based on other substantial 
evidence of a known fault? Refer 
to Division of Mines and Geology 
Special Publication 42. 

  X  

 
ii) Strong seismic ground 
shaking? 

  X  

 
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, 
including liquefaction? 

  X  

 
iv) Landslides?    X 
 
b) Result in substantial soil 
erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

  X  

 
c) Be located on a geologic unit or 
soil that is unstable, or that would 
become unstable as a result of the 
project, and potentially result in 
on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction or collapse? 

  X  

 
d) Be located on expansive soil, 
as defined in Table 18-1-B of the 
Uniform Building Code (1994), 
creating substantial risks to life or 
property? 

  X  
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

 
e) Have soils incapable of 
adequately supporting the use of 
septic tanks or alternative waste 
water disposal systems where 
sewers are not available for the 
disposal of waste water? 

   X 

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a 
unique paleontological resource 
or site or unique geologic feature? 

 X   

 
A Geotechnical Engineering Investigation was prepared for this site (Krazan & 
Associates, Inc., 2021a)  and is attached as Appendix D. 
 
a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the 

risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 
 
i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent 

Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist 
for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer 
to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42. 

 
Fresno has no known active earthquake faults and is not in any Alquist-Priolo Special 
Studies Zones. The immediate Fresno area has extremely low seismic activity levels, 
although shaking may be felt from earthquakes whose epicenters lie to the east, west, 
and south. Known major faults are over 50 miles distant and include the San Andreas 
Fault, Coalinga area blind thrust fault(s), and the Long Valley, Owens Valley, and 
White Wolf/Tehachapi fault systems. The most serious threat to Fresno from a major 
earthquake in the Eastern Sierra would be flooding that could be caused by damage 
to dams on the upper reaches of the San Joaquin River.  
Fresno is classified by the State as being in a moderate seismic risk zone, Category 
“C” or “D,” depending on the soils underlying the specific location being categorized 
and that location’s proximity to the nearest known fault lines. All new structures are 
required to conform to current seismic protection standards in the California Building 
Code.  No adverse environmental effects related to seismology or known fault lines 
are expected as a result of this Project.  
Further, according to the Fault Rupture Zones Map prepared by the California 
Department of Conservation in 2018, the City of Fresno GP PEIR Planning Area is not 
located within a Fault‐Rupture Hazard Area. Moreover, no active faults have been 
identified within the Planning Area.  
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Therefore, because no active faults occur within the Planning Area, impacts 
associated with fault rupture would be less than significant. 
 

Mitigation Measures 
 

No mitigation is required. 
 

 

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? 
 

According to the Fresno County Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan, the Project site is 
located in an area of relatively low seismic activity. The proposed Project does not 
include any of the construction of habitable structures. However, the GP PEIR 
indicates that projects within the Planning Area would be designed to withstand strong 
ground shaking because all built projects are required to comply with the CBC to 
minimize the potential effects of ground shaking and other seismic activity. To reduce 
ground-shaking impacts, the approved General Plan also includes Objective HS‐D.3 
requires require that a soils engineering and geologic-seismic analysis be prepared 
by a California-registered engineer or engineering geologist prior to permitting 
development and Objective HS-D.4 requires all structures to comply with Title 24 
codes and regulations related to geologic-seismic events.    . 
 

With the implementation of the above-referenced objective and policies as well as 
adherence to Municipal Code and other applicable regulations, development in 
accordance with the approved General Plan would reduce potential seismic ground 
shaking impacts to a less‐than‐significant level. Compliance with local and State 
building codes would ensure Project structures and personnel present during the 
construction would not be exposed to substantial adverse effects, including the risk of 
loss, injury, or death resulting from strong seismic ground shaking. Therefore, 
implementation of these building code requirements and local agency enforcement 
would reduce impacts from ground shaking to less than significant levels. 

 
Mitigation Measures 

 
No mitigation is required. 

 
 

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 
 

The City is within an area identified as having a low risk for liquefaction (County of 
Fresno, 2018).  Liquefaction takes place when the water table is less then 60 feet 
below grade, and when loosely packed, water-logged sediments at or near the ground 
surface lose their strength in response to strong ground shaking. The site is in an area 
with a low potential for seismic events, and  the groundwater in the Project area occurs 
below 60 feet.  
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Typically, sands were considered to be the only type of soil susceptible to liquefaction, 
but liquefaction has also been observed in gravel and silt. The Project soils are 
categorized as being clayey sand and sandy clay.  It is recommended that the upper 
12 inches of soil consist of engineered fill to minimize minor soil movement (Krazan & 
Associates, Inc., 2021a) 
 
Based on this analysis, the Project site are not susceptible to liquefaction, there is a 
less than significant impact.  
 

Mitigation Measures 
 

No mitigation is required. 
.  

 
iv. Landslides? 

 
Landslides include rockfalls, deep slope failure, and shallow slope failure. Factors 
such as the geological conditions, drainage, slope, vegetation, and others directly 
affect the potential for landslides. One of the most common causes of landslides is 
construction activity that is associated with road building (i.e., cut and fill). The Project 
site is relatively flat; therefore, the potential for a landslide in the Project site is 
essentially non-existent. Because the Project is within an area with a relatively flat 
topography, the Project will not have any environmental impacts relating to landslides. 
Therefore, there would be no impact.  
 

Mitigation Measures 
 

No mitigation is required. 
 

 
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

Because the site is relatively flat, minimal soil will be removed from the Project site 
during construction.  
Development of the Project site would require typical site preparation activities such 
as grading and trenching which may result in the potential for short term soil 
disturbance or erosion impacts. Construction would also involve the use of water that 
may cause further soil disturbance. Such impacts would be addressed through 
compliance with regulations set by the State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB). Namely, the SWRCB requires sites larger than one (1) acre to comply with 
the General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction 
Activity (i.e., General Permit Order No. 2012-0006-DWQ). The General Permit 
requires the development of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) by a 
certified Qualified SWPPP Developer (QSD). The SWPPP estimates the sediment risk 
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associated with construction activities and includes best management practices 
(BMP) to control erosion.  
Because Project impacts related to erosion would be temporary and limited to 
construction and required BMPs would prevent significant impacts related to erosion, 
the Project impacts will remain less than significant with applicable measures 
incorporated as required by the City of Fresno municipal code. Based on this analysis, 
there is a less than significant impact 
 

Mitigation Measures 
 

No mitigation is required. 
 

 
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become 

unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? 
Soil conditions were analyzed and determined to be disturbed, have low strength 
characteristics and highly compressible when saturated. As such, the soils are 
recommended to be recompacted. Following these recommendations, the site soils 
would be considered stable in that there is not a potential of on or offsite landslides, 
lateral spreading, subsidence or collapse. All structures would be subject to all 
International Building Codes and Title 24 codes related to earthquake construction 
standards, including those relating to soil characteristics. Development of the property 
requires compliance with grading and drainage standards of the City of Fresno. 
Therefore, there would be a less than significant impact. 
 

Mitigation Measures 
 

No mitigation is required. 
 

 
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building 

Code (1994, as updated), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or 
property? 
 
See discussion under VII.(a)(i) through (a)(iv),(b) and (c).  
 
Expansive soils contain large amounts of clay, which absorb water and cause the soil 
to increase in volume. Conversely, the surface soils on the site have a loose 
consistency.  
There are no geologic hazards or unstable soil conditions known to exist on the site. 
The existing topography is relatively flat with no apparent unique or significant 
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landforms such as vernal pools. Development of the property requires compliance 
with grading and drainage standards of the City of Fresno. A civil engineer or soils 
engineer registered in this State has completed a Soils Investigation and Evaluation 
Report. The investigation addressed the detail of the configuration, location, type of 
loading of the proposed structures and a drainage plan will be prepared prior to the 
start of construction.  
 
The proposed Project would not result in any expansive soils environmental impacts 
therefore the Project would have a less than significant impact.  
 

Mitigation Measures 
 

No mitigation is required. 
 
 

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of wastewater? 
 
The proposed Project would not include the use of septic tanks or any other alternative 
wastewater disposal systems. The dwelling units will be required to tie into the existing 
sewer services. Therefore, there would be no impact. 
 

Mitigation Measures 
 

No mitigation is required. 
 
 

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 
 
As noted previously, there are no known paleontological resources that exist within 
the Project site. Nevertheless, previously unknown paleontological resources could 
be disturbed during Project construction. Therefore, due to the ground-disturbing 
activities that will occur as a result of the Project, the measures within the GP PEIR 
related to  paleontological resources will be employed to guarantee that should animal 
fossil material be encountered during Project excavations, then work shall stop 
immediately; and, that qualified professionals in the respective field are contacted and 
consulted in order to ensure that the activities of the proposed Project will not involve 
physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration paleontological resources. 
Mitigation Measure GEO-6.1 will reduce the impacts to paleontological resources to a 
less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated. 
 

Mitigation Measures 
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The proposed project shall implement and incorporate the geology and soils related 
mitigation measures as identified in the attached Project Specific Mitigation Monitoring 
Checklist dated September 2021.  

 
 

 
PEIR MM GEO-6.1: Subsequent to a preliminary City review of the Project grading plans, 
if there is evidence that a Project will include excavation or construction activities within 
previously undisturbed soils, a field survey and literature search for unique 
paleontological/geological resources shall be conducted. The following procedures shall 
be followed:  

 
If unique paleontological/geological resources are not found during either the field survey 
or literature search, excavation and/or construction activities can commence. In the event 
that unique paleontological/geological resources are discovered during excavation and/or 
construction activities, construction shall stop in the immediate vicinity of the find and a 
qualified paleontologist shall be consulted to determine whether the resource requires 
further study. The qualified paleontologist shall make recommendations to the City on the 
measures that shall be implemented to protect the discovered resources, including but 
not limited to, excavation of the finds and evaluation of the finds. If the resources are 
determined to be significant, mitigation measures shall be identified by the monitor and 
recommended to the Lead Agency. Appropriate mitigation measures for significant 
resources could include avoidance or capping, incorporation of the site in green space, 
parks, or open space, or data recovery excavations of the finds. No further grading shall 
occur in the area of the discovery until the Lead Agency approves the measures to protect 
these resources.  Any paleontological/geological resources recovered as a result of 
mitigation shall be provided to a City-approved institution or person who is capable of 
providing long-term preservation to allow future scientific study.  

 
If unique paleontological/geological resources are found during the field survey or 
literature review, the resources shall be inventoried and evaluated for significance. If the 
resources are found to be significant, mitigation measures shall be identified by the 
qualified paleontologist. Similar to above, appropriate mitigation measures for significant 
resources could include avoidance or capping, incorporation of the site in green space, 
parks, or open space, or data recovery excavations of the finds. In addition, appropriate 
mitigation for excavation and construction activities in the vicinity of the resources found 
during the field survey or literature review shall include a paleontological monitor. The 
monitoring period shall be determined by the qualified paleontologist. If additional 
paleontological/geological resources are found during excavation and/or construction 
activities, the procedure identified above for the discovery of unknown resources shall be 
followed. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
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with 
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Less Than 
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Impact 
No 

Impact 

 
VIII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS – Would the project: 
 
a) Generate greenhouse gas 
emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the 
environment? 

  X  

 
b) Conflict with an applicable plan, 
policy or regulation adopted for 
the purpose of reducing the 
emissions of greenhouse gases? 

  X  

 
SETTING 

 
Analysis of Greenhouse Gases is based on the Small Project Analysis Level 
Assessment (SPAL) prepared for the Project (Trinity Consultants, 2022), which is 
included as Appendix A of this document. 

 
DISCUSSION 
 
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have 

a significant impact on the environment? 
 
The Project’s greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are primarily from mobile source 
activities. Not all GHGs exhibit the same ability to induce climate change; as a result, 
GHG contributions are commonly quantified as carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e). 
Although construction of the proposed project would result in temporary emissions of 
GHGs, the Project as a whole is not expected to generate greenhouse gas emissions, 
either directly or indirectly that may have a significant impact on the environment. The 
project’s greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are primarily from mobile source activities 
and are shown in Table 8-1.  
 
The SJVAPCD has not adopted a threshold for GHG impacts so they have used the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD) threshold of 10,000 
MTCO2eq./year for GHG for construction emissions amortized over a 30-year project 
lifetime, plus annual operation emissions.  Though the Project is under SJVAPCD 
jurisdiction, the SCAQMD GHG threshold provides some perspective on the GHG 
emissions generated by the Project.  The amount of CO2e emissions that would be 
generated by the Project (1,194.46 metric tons-per-year) is so small in relation to the 
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California CO2e estimates for 2020 (596 million CO2e) that it’s not possible for the 
contribution of the Project to be cumulatively considerable (Trinity Consultants, 2022).  
 

Table 8-1 
Estimated Annual Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 CO2 
Emissions 
metric tons 

CH4 
Emissions 
metric tons 

N2O 
Emissions 
metric tons 

CO2e 
Emissions 
metric tons 

2023 Project Operations 1,147.15 1.20 0.06 1,194.46 
2005 BAU 1,802.18 1.34 0.19 1,890.78 
BAU less Project 
emissions 

   36.8% 

 
Additionally, the Project’s GHG emissions are less than the 2005 business-as-usual 
emissions for the Project by 1,194 metric tons-per-year of CO2e, which is a 36.8% 
reduction. The amount of CO2 that would be generated by the Project is so small in 
relation to the California CO2 equivalent estimates for 2020 (596 million metric tons 
CO2e) that it’s not possible for the contribution of the project to be cumulatively 
considerable (Trinity Consultants, 2022)  Therefore, the Project would not generate a 
cumulatively considerable GHG impact, nor would it conflict with any applicable plan, 
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs. The 
Project will also not conflict with any elements of the California Air Resources Board’s 
2008 Climate Change Scoping Plan. Therefore, the Project would have a less than 
significant impact. 

 
The General Plan and GP PEIR rely upon the Recirculated Greenhouse Gas 
Reduction Plan Update that provides a comprehensive assessment of the benefits of 
city policies and proposed code changes, existing plans, programs, and initiatives that 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions. The Recirculated Plan provides goals and 
supporting measures to reflect and ensure compliance with changes in the local and 
State policies while ensuring it encourages economic growth and keeps the City 
economically competitive while achieving GHG reductions.  The benefits of adopted 
regulations become flat in later years and growth starts to exceed the reductions from 
all regulations and measures. In conclusion, the proposed Project would be consistent 
with General Plan goals and policies related to GHG reduction goals. As discussed 
above, the proposed Project will not occur at a scale or scope with potential to 
contribute substantially or cumulatively to the generation of GHG emissions, either 
directly or indirectly, or conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted 
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs. and would not result in significant 
greenhouse gas emission environmental impacts. Therefore, impacts of the Project 
would considered less than significant.  
 

Mitigation Measures 
 

No mitigation is required. 
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b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of 

reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 
 
The City of Fresno adopted its Recirculated GHG Reduction Plan Update (2021) as 
part of the General Plan Update. The Project’s consistency with applicable GHG 
policies from the Recirculated GHG Reduction Plan policies is assessed below. 
 
The Project is also assessed for its consistency with ARB’s adopted Scoping Plans. 
This would be achieved with an assessment of the Project’s compliance with Scoping 
Plan measures contained in the 2008 Scoping Plan and the 2017 Scoping Plan 
Update. 
 
City of Fresno Recirculated GHG Plan Update 
 
The Recirculated GHG Plan Update includes procedures to use when assessing the 
impacts of Project’s requiring a general plan amendment. The following requirements 
apply. 
 
1. Review General Plan policies listed in the Recirculated GHG Reduction Plan 

Update to identify those that apply to the project and prepare a consistency 
analysis for compliance with the applicable policies. 

2. Ensure project is consistent with the City’s Development Code as it relates to 
complete streets and design standards for multi‐family projects. 

3. Prepare a GHG technical study to quantify project emissions and emission 
reductions through compliance with regulations and project design features. 

 
AB 32 Scoping Plan 

 
The California State Legislature adopted AB 32 in 2006. AB 32 focuses on reducing 
GHGs (carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, hydrofluorocarbons, 
perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride) to 1990 levels by the year 2020. Pursuant 
to the requirements in AB 32, the ARB adopted the Climate Change Scoping Plan 
(Scoping Plan) in 2008, which outlines actions recommended to obtain that goal. The 
Scoping Plan calls for an “ambitious but achievable” reduction in California’s GHG 
emissions, cutting approximately 30 percent from Business As Usual (BAU) emission 
levels projected for 2020, or about 10 percent from 2008 levels. On a per‐capita basis, 
that means reducing annual emissions of 14 tons of carbon dioxide for every man, 
woman, and child in California down to about 10 tons per person by 2020. As stated 
earlier, the ARB has updated its emission inventory forecasts and now estimates a 
reduction of 21.7 percent is required from BAU in 2020 to achieve AB 32 targets. 

 
The Scoping Plan contains a variety of strategies to reduce the State’s emissions. As 
noted, the Project is consistent with the majority of the strategies, while others are not 
applicable to the Project. As discussed earlier, the 2017 Scoping Plan Update 
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strategies primarily rely on increasing the stringency of existing regulations with which 
the Project would continue to comply, support through the Project’s design, and 
implementation of the General Plan goals and policies. 

 
In summary, the Project incorporates a number of features that would minimize GHG 
emissions. These features are consistent with project‐level strategies identified by the 
ARB’s Scoping Plan and the City of Fresno Recirculated GHG Reduction Plan Update 
(2021).   

 
The proposed Project will not occur at a scale or scope with the potential to contribute 
substantially or cumulatively to the generation of GHG emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, or conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs.  In conclusion, the proposed Project will 
not result in any greenhouse gas impacts. Therefore, there would be a less than 
significant impact.  

 
Mitigation Measures 

 
No mitigation is required. 
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IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIAL – Would the project: 
 
a) Create a significant hazard to 
the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, use, 
or disposal of hazardous 
materials? 

  X  

 
b) Create a significant hazard to 
the public or the environment 
through reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions 
involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? 

  X  

 
c) Emit hazardous emissions or 
handle hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, 
or waste within one-quarter mile of 
an existing or proposed school? 

  X  

 
d) Be located on a site which is 
included on a list of hazardous 
materials sites compiled pursuant 
to Government Code Section 
65962.5 and, as a result, would it 
create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment? 

  X  

e) For a project located within an 
airport land use plan or, where 
such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport 
or public use airport, would the 
project result in  
a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project 
area? 

  X  
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f) Impair implementation of or 
physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation 
plan? 

  X  

 
g) Expose people or structures, 
either directly or indirectly, to a 
significant risk of loss, injury or 
death involving wildland fires? 

   X 

 
DISCUSSION 
The discussion for this section is based on the Air Quality Impact Analysis (Trinity 
Consultants, 2022), and  Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) completed for 
the Project site (Krazan & Associates, Inc., 2021b) and is attached as Appendix A and 
Appendix E, respectively. 
 
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine 

transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 
Pursuant to the Fresno General Plan, hazardous materials are defined as those that 
no longer have a practical use, such as substances that have been discarded, 
discharged, spilled, contaminated, or are being stored prior to proper disposal. 
Hazardous materials and hazardous wastes are classified according to four 
properties: toxic (causes human health effects), ignitable (has the ability to burn), 
corrosive (causes severe burns or damage to materials), and reactive (causes 
explosions or generates toxic gases). Hazardous materials have been and are 
commonly used in commercial, agricultural, and industrial applications and, to a 
limited extent, in residential areas. 
Construction of the Project would involve the temporary transport and use of minor 
quantities of hazardous materials such as fuels, oils, lubricants, hydraulic fluids, 
paints, and solvents. The types and quantities of hazardous materials to be used and 
stored onsite would not be of a significant amount to create a reasonably foreseeable 
upset or accident condition. The handling and transport of all hazardous materials 
onsite would be performed in accordance with all applicable federal, State, and local 
laws and regulations.    
Hazardous and non-hazardous wastes would likely be transported to and from the 
Project site during the construction phase of the proposed Project. Construction would 
involve the use of some hazardous materials, such as diesel fuel, hydraulic oil, grease, 
solvents, adhesives, paints, and other petroleum-based products, although these 
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materials are commonly used during construction activities and would not be disposed 
of on the Project site. Workers would be trained to properly identify and handle all 
hazardous materials. Hazardous waste would be either recycled or disposed of at a 
permitted and licensed treatment and/or disposal facility.  Any hazardous waste or 
debris that is generated during the construction of the proposed Project would be 
collected and transported away from the site and disposed of at an approved off-site 
landfill or other such facilities. In addition, sanitary waste generated during 
construction would be managed through the use of portable toilets, which would be 
located at reasonably accessible on-site locations. Hazardous materials such as paint, 
bleach, water treatment chemicals, gasoline, oil, etc., may be used during 
construction. These materials are stored in appropriate storage locations and 
containers in the manner specified by the manufacturer and disposed of in accordance 
with local, federal, and State regulations. No significant hazard to the public or to the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous waste during 
construction or operation of the new residential development would occur.  
Residential construction generally uses fewer hazardous chemicals or use chemicals 
in relatively small quantities and concentrations as compared to commercial or 
industrial uses. In addition, once the Project is completed, the chemicals used would 
include minor quantities of pesticides/ rodenticides, fertilizers, paints, detergents, and 
other cleaners.  
Once constructed, the use of such materials such as paint, bleach, etc., are 
considered common for residential developments, and would be unlikely for such 
materials to be stored or used in such quantities that would be considered a significant 
hazard. The Project itself will not generate or use hazardous materials in a manner 
outside health department requirements. Therefore, there would be a less than 
significant impact. . 
Mitigation Measures 

 
No mitigation measures are required. 

 
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably 

foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? 

 
Hazardous materials handling on the Project site over the long-term construction of 
the Project may result in soil and groundwater contamination from accidental spills. 
Due to the large scale of the Project, each construction phase of the Project would be 
required to prepare and implement a SWPPP (GEO-1) as discussed in the Geology 
& Soils section above. The SWPPP identifies potential sources of pollution from the 
Project that may affect the quality of stormwater discharge and requires that best 
management practices (BMPs) be implemented to prevent contamination at the 
source. By implementing BMPs during construction activities, accidental spills of 
hazardous materials would be contained, and soil and groundwater contamination 
would be minimized or prevented. While there are no known existing hazardous 
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material conditions on the site and the Project is not located on a site that is included 
on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 
65962.5, portions of the Project site have been utilized for agricultural purposes, which 
may have utilized pesticides in association with agricultural operations and cultivation.  
 
Additionally, there are no sites with reported releases of hazardous materials to the 
subsurface reported within a 4,000 foot radius of the site. The review of the State of 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Geotracker database 
available via the RWQCB Internet Website indicated that no LUST sites, land 
disposal sites, or military sites are listed for the subject site, the adjacent properties, 
or properties located within the subject site vicinity (California State Water Resources 
Control Board, 2022).  
Review of the State of California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) 
Envirostor database available via the DTSC’s Internet Website indicated that there is 
a voluntary cleanup site at 5715 East Fountain Way, Fresno, CA 93727, 
approximately 0.8 miles from the Project site (California Department of Toxic 
Substances Control, 2022). However, the site will not impact the Project’s 
construction and operation. Envirostor does not list any other sites, including State 
response sites, school cleanup sites, or military or school evaluation sites are listed 
for the subject site or adjacent properties. Additionally, no Federal Superfund – 
National Priorities List (NPL) sites were determined to be located within a one-mile 
radius of the subject site. 
Review of State of California Department of Conservation, Geological Energy 
Management Division (Cal GEM, formerly DOGGR) Online Mapping System (DOMS) 
indicated that no plugged and abandoned or producing oil wells are located on or 
adjacent to the subject site (California Geologic Energy Management Division, 2022). 
During the Phase 1 ESA survey of the site, there was no evidence of recognized 
environmental conditions (RECs), controlled RECs (CRECs), or historical RECs 
(HRECs); however, there are potential areas of concern (PAOCs) and site 
development issues. If during the construction phase of the Project there is a use of 
hazardous materials, the safe processing and storage of hazardous materials 
consistent with the California Building Code and the Uniform Fire Code will be 
required. Additionally, given that the project site was previously used for agricultural 
purposes, there is a potential of underground storage tanks (USTs) being located at 
the site. This would be considered a potential area of concern and would need to be 
properly destroyed in accordance with the State and local guidelines. 

The proposed Project is not anticipated to create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment. As mentioned previously in subsection a) above, the residential 
Project would not routinely transport, use, dispose of, or discharge hazardous 
materials into the environment. Therefore, the impacts would be considered less than 
significant. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
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No mitigation measures are required 

 
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 

substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school? 

 
As noted previously, the closest schools are Roger S. Oraze Elementary School, 
approximately 0.3 miles to the southeast, Miramonte Elementary School 
approximately 0.4 miles to the northwest, and Gettysburg Elementary School 
approximately 0.7 miles to the north. Construction activities of the proposed Project 
will result in the temporary use of minimal hazardous materials and or substances, 
such as lubricant and diesel fuel during construction. Diesel combustion emissions 
from diesel on-site construction equipment were modeled as an area source for on-
site construction activity on the property. Exhaust from construction and related 
activities are expected to be minimal and not significant. BMPs will be implemented 
when handling any hazardous waste, materials, or substances will be employed. To 
reduce emissions during construction, measures such as limiting equipment idling, etc 
will also be employed, as noted in Impact III (a-b).   
Once constructed, the proposed Project would result in emissions of Hazardous Air 
Pollutants (HAPs) during operation; therefore, an assessment of the potential risk to 
the population attributable to emissions of hazardous air pollutants was completed 
(Trinity Consultants, 2022). the residential Project is not expected to result in 
significant hazardous emissions, as noted in Impact III (c) results of the HRA prepared 
for the Project indicated that the maximum predicted cancer risk, chronic health 
hazard, and acute health hazard for residences and on-site/off-site workplaces are 
below the significance threshold of 10 in one million for cancer risks and 1.0 for non-
cancer health risks.  Therefore, the Projects health risk impacts are considered less 
than significant (Trinity Consultants, 2022). 
 
The Project would not exceed SJVAPCD localized emission daily screening levels for 
any criteria pollutant. The Project is not a significant source of TAC emissions during 
construction or operation. The Project is not in an area with suitable habitat for Valley 
fever spores and is not in area known to have naturally occurring asbestos. The 
Project site is not in an area known to have naturally occurring asbestos. Therefore, 
there would be less than significant impacts. 
Mitigation Measures 

 
No mitigation measures are required 

 
d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites 

compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would 
it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment? 
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As noted in Impact #3.4.9b, there are no known existing hazardous material conditions 
on the property, and the property is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and the Department of Toxic 
Substances Control. The Project itself will not generate or use hazardous materials in 
a manner outside health department requirements.  
The State Water Resources Control Board website, GeoTracker, indicated that there 
are no Permitted Underground Storage Tanks, Leaking Underground Storage Tanks, 
or any other active remediation and cleanup sites on or in the vicinity (within one mile) 
of the Project site (California State Water Resources Control Board, 2022). However, 
USTs on rural or agricultural properties historically have been exempt from 
requirements for registration with regulatory agencies. It is, therefore, possible that 
subsurface features such as unregistered USTs may exist in the vicinity of the former 
on-site structures, which remain unknown based upon the absence of any regulatory, 
municipality, interview data, or other evidence indicating their presence or location. If 
a UST is discovered, it should be properly destroyed in accordance with local 
guidelines. Therefore, there would be a less than significant impact. 
Mitigation Measures 

 
No mitigation measures are required 

 
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has 

not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, 
would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the 
project site? 

 
The Project site is approximately 2 miles northeast of the Fresno Yosemite 
International Airport and 9 miles northeast of the Fresno Chandler Executive Airport.  
The Project is located within the Airport Influence Area Zone 6 – Traffic Pattern Zone 
for the Fresno Yosemite International Airport (Fresno Council of Governments, 2018). 
The aircraft accident level within this zone is considered to be low. Table 3.4.9-1 below 
shows the Safety Criteria Matrix for this zone.  

Table 3.4.9‐1 
Safety Criteria Matrix 

Zone 
 6 

Maximum 
Densities/Intensities/Required 

Open Land 

Additional Criteria 

Dwelling 
Units per 

Acre 

Maximum 
Non-

Residentia
l Intensity 

Required 
Open 
Land 

Prohibited Uses Other Development 
Conditions 

No Limit No limit 10% -Hazards to flight 
Hazards to flight 
include physical (e.g., 
tall objects), visual, 
and electronic forms of 
interference with the 

‐Airport disclosure 
notice required  
‐Airspace review 
required for objects 
>100 feet tall 
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safety of aircraft 
operations.   Land use 
development, such as 
golf courses and 
certain types of crops, 
as outlined in FAA’s 
Advisory Circular 
150/5200‐33B, 
Hazardous Wildlife 
Attractants on or Near 
Airports, that may 
cause the attraction of 
birds to increase is 
also prohibited.   
-Outdoor stadiums 
and similar uses with 
very high intensity 
uses 

‐New structures are 
prohibited on existing 
terrain that penetrates 
14 CFR Part 77 
surfaces 
 ‐New structures 
require additional 
airspace analysis 
required within the 50‐
foot terrain penetration 
buffer 

(Fresno Council of Governments, 2018) 
 

The Project would comply with the requirements as listed in Table 9-1 and would not 
create a hazard for the people residing or working in the Project site. Therefore, there 
would be a less than significant impact. . 
 
Mitigation Measures 

 
No mitigation measures are required 
 

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

 
The City of Fresno Fire Department Emergency Preparedness Office coordinates 
planning, preparedness and response/recovery efforts for the City. The design and 
environmental review procedures employed will ensure compliance with emergency 
response and evacuation plans. In addition, the site plan will be reviewed by the Fire 
Department and Public Works Department per standard City procedure to ensure 
consistency with emergency response and evacuation needs.  
The Project would also comply with the appropriate local and State requirements 
regarding emergency response plans and access. The proposed Project would not 
inhibit the ability of local roadways to continue to accommodate emergency response 
and evacuation activities. 
The proposed Project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with 
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. Therefore, there 
would be a less than significant impact. . 
 
Mitigation Measures 

 
No mitigation measures are required 
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g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of 

loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires? 
 

The land surrounding the Project site is primarily developed with urban, suburban uses 
and vacant land and is not considered to be wildlands. Additionally, Cal Fire indicates 
that the Project site has a low frequency, limited extent, limited magnitude, and low 
significance regarding wildfire threats (CAL FIRE, 2022). The structures will be built 
following applicable California Building Codes and standards. As such, the proposed 
Project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving wildland. Therefore, there would be no impact. 
 

Mitigation Measures 
 

No mitigation measures are required. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

 
X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY – Would the project: 
 
a) Violate any water quality 
standards or waste discharge 
requirements or otherwise 
substantially degrade surface or 
ground water quality? 

  X  

 
b) Substantially decrease 
groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that the project 
may impede sustainable 
groundwater management of the 
basin? 

  X  

 
c) Substantially alter the existing 
drainage pattern of the site or 
area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, or through the 
addition of impervious surfaces, in 
a manner which would: 

    

 
i) Result in a substantial erosion 
or siltation on- or off-site; 

  X  

 
ii) Substantially  increase the rate 
or amount of surface runoff in a 
manner which would result in 
flooding on- or off-site: 

  X  

 
iii) create or contribute runoff 
water which would exceed the 
capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional 
sources of polluted runoff; or 

  X  

 
iv) impede or redirect flood flows?   X  
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

 
d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or 
seiche zones, risk release of 
pollutants due to project 
inundation? 

  X  

 
e) Conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of a water quality 
control plan or sustainable 
groundwater management plan? 

  X  

 
DISCUSSION 
 
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or 

otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality? 
 

Adverse groundwater conditions of limited supply and compromised quality have been 
well documented by planning, environmental impact report and technical studies over 
the past 20 years including the GP PEIR No. 20190500005 for the Fresno General 
Plan, the GP MEIR 10130 for the 2025 Fresno General Plan, Final EIR No.10100, 
Final EIR No.10117 and Final EIR No. SCH 95022029 (Fresno Metropolitan Water 
Resource Management Plan), et al.  These conditions include water quality 
degradation due to contamination from 1,2-dibromo-3-chloropropane (DBCP), 
ethylene-dibromide (EDB), trichloroethylene (TCE), 1,2,3-trichloropropane (TCP), 
tetrachloroethylene (PCE), 1,1-dichloroethane (DCE), nitrate, and from naturally 
occurring arsenic, iron, manganese, and radon concentrations; low water well yields 
in some parts of the City; limited aquifer storage capacity from over-utilization; limited 
recharge activities; and, intensive urban or semi-urban development occurring up-
gradient from the Fresno Metropolitan Area. 
 
In order to be compliant with State regulations, the Project is required to comply with 
State regulations adopted to reduce groundwater degradation. Construction activities 
including grading could temporarily increase soil erosion rates during and shortly after 
Project construction. Construction-related erosion could result in the loss of soil and 
could adversely affect water quality in nearby surface waters. As noted in Section VII. 
, development as a result of the proposed Project will be required to prepare a site-
specific SWPPP as required by the RWQCB. The SWPPP is required to be approved 
by the RWQCB prior to construction that identifies project-specific best management 
measures that are designed to control drainage and erosion.  
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In addition, prior to the commencement of construction activities, the Project 
proponent would be required to adhere to the requirements of the City Grading Code. 
This includes implementation of various measures designed to prevent erosion and 
control drainage onsite, thereby further preventing the potential sedimentation and 
subsequent degradation of stormwater.   
 
  
 
The Project has been designed in a way that does not require a stormwater retention 
basin, and stormwater would either percolate into the ground or drain into the existing 
City stormwater system. The Project will be constructed to meet City standards related 
to stormwater and would not degrade surface or groundwater quality. The proposed 
project would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements 
and impacts would be less than significant.  

 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures are required 

 
 
b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 

groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable 
groundwater management of the basin? 

 
Fresno is one of the largest cities in the United States that still maintains a significant 
reliance on groundwater as part of its public water supply portfolio. Surface water 
treatment and distribution has been implemented in the northeastern part of the City 
since 2004 and in the southeastern part of the City in 2018, but the City is still subject 
to an EPA Sole Source Aquifer designation. While the aquifer underlying Fresno 
typically exceeds a depth of 300-feet and is capacious enough to provide adequate 
quantities of safe drinking water to the metropolitan area well into the twenty-first 
century, groundwater degradation, increasingly stringent water quality regulations, 
and an historic trend of high consumptive use of water on a per capita basis (currently 
205 gallons per day per capita), have resulted in a general decline in aquifer levels, 
increased cost to provide potable water, and localized water supply limitations. 
 
The City’s groundwater aquifer has been documented by the State Department of 
Water Resources (Bulletin 118 - Interim Update 2016) to be critically over-drafted and 
has been designated a high-priority basin for corrective action through the Sustainable 
Groundwater Management Act (SGMA). 
 
The City of Fresno is actively addressing these issues through citywide metering and 
updating water use targets and the water shortage contingency plan in the City of 
Fresno 2020 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP). The City has adopted the 
Fresno Metropolitan Water Resource Management Plan. The purpose of these 
management plans is to provide safe, adequate, and dependable water supplies in 
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order to adequately meet existing and future needs of the metropolitan area in an 
economical manner; protect groundwater quality from further degradation and 
overdraft; and provide a plan of reasonably implementable measures and facilities. 
City water wells, pump stations, recharge facilities, water treatment, and distribution 
systems have been expanded incrementally to mitigate increased water demands and 
respond to groundwater quality challenges. 
 
In response to the need for a comprehensive long-range water supply and distribution 
strategy, the Fresno General Plan recognizes regional water resource planning 
efforts, such as the Kings Basin’s Integrated Regional Water Management Plan, the 
Fresno Area Regional Groundwater Management Plan, the North Kings Groundwater 
Sustainability Agency, City of Fresno Metropolitan Water Resource Management Plan 
and cites the findings of the City of Fresno 2020 UWMP. The purpose of these 
management plans is to provide safe, adequate, and dependable water supplies in 
order to adequately meet existing and future needs of the Kings Basin regions and the 
Fresno-Clovis metropolitan area in an economical manner; protect groundwater 
quality from further degradation and overdraft, and provide a plan of reasonably 
implementable measures and facilities. 
 
The 2020 City of Fresno Urban Water Management Plan, Figures ES-3 through ES-5 
(incorporated by reference), illustrates the City of Fresno’s goals to achieve a ‘water 
balance’ between supply and demand while decreasing reliance upon and use of 
groundwater. To achieve these goals, the City is implementing a host of strategies, 
including: 
• Intentional groundwater recharge through reclamation at the City’s groundwater 

recharge facility at Leaky Acres (located northwest of Fresno-Yosemite 
international Airport), refurbish existing streams and canals to increase percolation 
and recharge at Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District’s (FMFCD) storm water 
basins. 

• Increase use of existing surface water entitlements from the Kings River, United 
States Bureau of Reclamation, and Fresno Irrigation District for treatment at the 
Northeast Surface Water Treatment Facility (NESWTF) and construct a new 
Southeast Surface Water Treatment Facility (SESWTF). 

• Recycle wastewater at the Fresno-Clovis Regional Wastewater Reclamation 
Facility (RWRF) for treatment and re-use for irrigation and to percolation ponds for 
groundwater recharge. Further actions include the General Plan, Policy RC- 6- d 
to prepare, adopt and implement a City of Fresno Recycled Water Master Plan. 

 
The City has indicated that groundwater wells, pump stations, recharge facilities, 
water treatment and distribution systems shall be expanded incrementally to mitigate 
increased water demands. One of the primary objectives of Fresno’s future water 
supply plans detailed in Fresno’s Metropolitan Water Resources Management Plan, 
2010, 2015 & 2020 UWMPs is to balance groundwater operations through a host of 
strategies. Through careful planning, Fresno has designed a comprehensive plan to 
accomplish this objective by increasing utilization of surface water supplies through 
expansion of surface water treatment facilities, intentional recharge, and conservation, 
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thereby reducing groundwater pumping. The City continually monitors impacts of land 
use changes and development project proposals on water supply facilities by 
assigning fixed demand allocations to each parcel by land use as currently zoned or 
proposed to be rezoned. 
 
Until 2004, groundwater was the sole source of water for the City. In June 2004, the 
30 Million Gallon Per Day (MGD) Northeast Surface Water Treatment Facility 
(“NESWTF”) began providing Fresno with water treated to drinking water standards 
and in May 2018, the 54 MGD Southeast Surface Water Treatment Facility 
(“SESWTF”) became operational. In order to meet demands anticipated by the growth 
implicit in the 2025 Fresno General Plan further construction of surface water 
treatments facilities and recycled water facilities will be required. Surface water is used 
to replace lost groundwater through Fresno’s intentional recharge program at the City-
owned Leaky Acres, Nielsen Recharge Facility, and smaller facilities in Southeast 
Fresno. Fresno holds contracts to surface water supplies from Millerton Lake and 
contractual rights to surface water from Pine Flat Reservoir. In 2010, Fresno renewed 
its contract with the United States Bureau of Reclamation, which entitles the City to 
60,000 acre-feet per year of Class 1 water into the extended future. This water supply 
has further increased the reliability of Fresno’s water supply. 
 
The use of groundwater will continue to be an important part of the City’s supply but 
will not be relied upon as heavily as has historically been the case. The 2020 UWMP 
shows that groundwater pumped by the City has decreased from approximately 
148,006 AF/year in 2008 to approximately 55,000 AF/year in 2020. The projected total 
estimated groundwater yield for 2045 is approximately 159,820 AF/year, inclusive of 
intentional recharge (Table 6-1, 2020 UWMP). In order to meet future demand 
projections, the City is planning to rely on expanding its delivery and treatment of 
surface water supplies and groundwater recharge activities. 
 
Project construction would add additional impervious surfaces to the Project site; 
however, various areas of the Project site would remain largely pervious, which would 
allow infiltration to underlying groundwater. For example, the Project includes ample 
landscaping areas that would remain pervious. The areas would continue to contribute 
to groundwater recharge following the construction of the Project. Furthermore, the 
Project is not anticipated to significantly affect groundwater quality because sufficient 
stormwater infrastructure would be constructed as part of the Project to detain and 
filter stormwater runoff and prevent long-term water quality degradation. Therefore, 
Project construction and operation would not substantially deplete or interfere with 
groundwater supply or quality. 
 
The Urban Water Management Plan states that in 2020, the City’s water use averaged 
198 GPCD based on 121,993 AF of water production and a service area population 
of 550,217. The City is far below its 2020 daily per capita water use target of 247 
GPCD due to the extensive conservation efforts implemented by the City in the past 
decade (City of Fresno, 2020b; City of Fresno, 2020a). 
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The proposed Project consists of 145 dwelling units, and the average household size 
in Fresno is 3.06 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2019), therefore the Project will house 
approximately 444 people. Therefore, the proposed Project would result in estimated 
water demand of 87,912 gallons per day (444 people x 198 gallons/day = 87,912 
gallons/day). 
 
The proposed Project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit 
in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the 
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not 
support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted). 
Therefore, impacts are less than significant. 
 

Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures are required 

 
 
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including 

through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or through the 
addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would: 

 
i. Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

 
The Project site is mostly flat, and the Project would not substantially alter the existing 
drainage pattern of the site or area.  The Project site does not have a stream or river 
and is not near another body of water. The Project would not result in substantial 
erosion or siltation on- or off-site or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface 
runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site.   
 
As mentioned previously, a SWPPP will be implemented during Project construction . 
SWPPPs include mandated erosion control measures, which are developed to 
prevent significant impacts related to erosion caused by runoff during construction. 
Once constructed, the Project would develop areas of impervious surfaces that would 
reduce the rate of percolation at the site or concentrate, but areas of open space and 
the proposed stormwater retention basin will allow for the percolation of stormwater to 
recharge the aquifer or the water would be directed into the City’s existing stormwater 
sewer system. The Project would comply with applicable City development standards 
and codes. Therefore, the Project would have a less than significant impact on 
drainage patterns or cause substantial erosion or siltation on or off the site.  The 
impact would be less than significant. 

 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures are required 
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ii. Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner, 

which would result in flooding on- or off-site? 
 

No drainages or other water bodies are present on the project site, and therefore, the 
development of the site would not change the course of any such drainages that may 
potentially result in on or offsite flooding. Water would be used during the temporary 
construction phase of the Proposed project (e.g., for dust suppression). However, any 
water used for dust control would be mechanically and precisely applied and would 
generally infiltrate or evaporate prior to running off.  
 
The project site is flat, and grading would be minimal. The topography of the site would 
not change because of grading activities, and it does not contain any water features, 
streams, or rivers. The potential for construction of the proposed project to alter 
existing drainage patterns would be minimized through compliance with the 
preparation of a SWPPP. With implementation of such measures, the project would 
not substantially increase the amount of runoff in a manner that would result in flooding 
on- or off-site. Impacts would be reduced to less than significant. 
 

Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures are required 

 
 
iii. Create or contribute runoff water, which would exceed the capacity of 

existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial 
additional sources of polluted runoff? 

 
See responses (c(i)-c(ii)), above. The Project will comply with all applicable State and 
City codes and regulations, as noted above. The storm drainage plan will be supported 
by engineering calculations to ensure that the Project does not create or contribute 
runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff.  
 
As discussed above, the proposed Project would result alter the drainage pattern of 
the site during construction and increase impervious surfaces post-construction.  
However, compliance with existing regulatory requirements, including compliance with 
City standards during construction including preparation of a drainage plan and 
SWPPP during construction would reduce or eliminate the potential for project 
operations to cause substantial additional polluted runoff or runoff in excess of existing 
or planned stormwater drainage systems.  
 
Once constructed, there would be minimal use of materials that would create polluted 
runoff.  Therefore, the Project would not create or contribute runoff water that would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide 
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substantial additional sources of polluted runoff and impacts will be less than 
significant. 
 

Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures are required 

 
 
iv. Impede or redirect flood flows? 

 
As discussed above in Impacts a through c (iii), construction activities could potentially 
degrade water quality through the occurrence of erosion or siltation at the Project site.  
Construction of the Project would include soil-disturbing activities that could result in 
erosion and siltation, as well as the use of harmful and potentially hazardous materials 
required to operate vehicles and equipment. The transport of disturbed soils or the 
accidental release of potentially hazardous materials could result in water quality 
degradation. The Project would be required to comply with the NPDES Construction 
General Permit. A SWPPP would be prepared to specify BMPs to prevent construction 
pollutants. The proposed Project would not direct excess surface waters impede or 
redirect any potential flood flows. The impact would be less than significant. 
 

Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures are required 

 
 
d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to 

project inundation? 
 

The Project is located inland and not near an ocean or large body of water; therefore, 
it would not be affected by a tsunami. The Project is not located within a FEMA 100-
year floodplain. Since the Project is located in an area that is not susceptible to 
inundation, the Project would not risk release of pollutants due to Project inundation. 
The impact would be less than significant. 
 

Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures are required 

 
 
e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or 

sustainable groundwater management plan? 
 
See response b. above. As noted, the proposed Project is anticipated to use 
approximately 16 million gallons of water annually.  The Project will obtain water by 
connecting to City utility services. 
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Implementation of the Fresno General Plan policies, the Kings Basin Integrated Regional 
Water Management Plan, City of Fresno Urban Water Management Plan, Fresno-Area 
Regional Groundwater Management Plan, and City of Fresno Metropolitan Water 
Resource Management Plan and the applicable policies of the GP PEIR, will address the 
issues of providing an adequate, reliable, and sustainable water supply for the Project’s 
urban domestic and public safety consumptive purposes. City of Fresno, Water Division 
has reviewed the Project for compliance with water quality and groundwater 
management. Further, the Fresno General Plan policies and initiatives ensure water 
conservation. The GP PEIR also evaluated the need for additional water conveyance 
infrastructure (e.g., new water wells) and the increase in additional water demand with 
the approval of proposed development in the City. 
  
As noted above, the proposed project would be required to adhere to NPDES drainage 
control requirements during construction and operation as well as to FMFCD drainage 
control requirements. As a result, the proposed project would not include any other waste 
discharges that could conflict with the Basin Plan. Therefore, the proposed project would 
not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable 
groundwater management plan and impacts would be less than significant. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures are required 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

 
XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING – Would the project: 
 
a) Physically divide an established 
community? 

   X 

 
b) Cause a significant 
environmental impact due to a 
conflict with any land use plan, 
policy, or regulation adopted for 
the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental 
effect? 

   X 

 
DISCUSSION 
 
a) Physically divide an established community? 
 

The Project site is currently designated by the City of Fresno General Plan for 
Residential, Urban Neighborhood Density planned land use. The site is currently 
vacant and does not include an established community. 
 
The current Project land use designation allows for densities between 16 to 30 units 
per acre, intended to provide for single-family detached housing. The proposed 
Project would include 145 units on approximately 9.33 acres of currently undeveloped 
land, for a density of approximately 15.54 dwelling units per acre. Pursuant to Fresno 
Municipal Code Section 15-303, fractions of one-half (0.5) or greater shall be rounded 
up to the nearest whole number and fractions of less than one-half (0.5) shall be 
rounded down to the nearest whole number. Specific to residential density rounding, 
fractions only apply to minimum density, but not maximum density. In this case, 15.54 
dwelling units per acre would be rounded up to 16 dwelling units per acre, which is 
consistent with the minimum density requirement of the Urban Neighborhood Density 
per the Fresno General Plan. Within the Project vicinity, there are single-family 
residential developments, undeveloped land, and a church surrounding the proposed 
Project. The proposed residential use is allowed within this land use designation, and 
the Project does not exceed the maximum density, therefore the Project is not dividing 
an established community. The Project is not being built in a pre-existing community 
area and would not create any physical barrier between an established community. 
There would be no impact. 
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b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use 
plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect? 
 
The proposed Project is located in an area that is planned for residential and urban 
development by the City. The construction of this Project will not conflict with any 
conservation plans because it is not located within any conservation plan areas. 
It is determined that the proposed Project is consistent with respective General Plan 
objectives and policies as noted in Section 3 Urban Form, Land Use and Design. 
Urban form is the configuration of the combined physical components of the city; it is 
created by the interrelationship of those components as they form a cohesive whole. 
The components of urban form include: circulation (streets, sidewalks, transit, and 
bikeways), open space, buildings, and natural features. Policy UF-1-f encourages the 
use of a complete neighborhood design that is consistent with residential density 
targets. The Project is designed in a way that has a cohesive circulation with internal 
streets, sidewalks and open areas.  
 
Additionally, the General Plan also emphasizes infill development outside of identified 
corridor areas, as outline in Section 3.3 of the General Plan. The site is surrounded 
by existing and proposed residential development and would fill in an undeveloped 
area with housing to meet the needs of the community.   
 
The Project will be consistent with the General Plan and not significantly conflict with 
applicable land use plans, policies, or regulations of the City of Fresno.   
 
  There would be no impact. 

 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures are required.  
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XII. MINERAL RESOURCES – Would the project: 
 
a) Result in the loss of availability 
of a known mineral resource that 
would be of value to the region 
and the residents of the state? 

   X 

 
b) Result in the loss of availability 
of a locally-important mineral 
resource recovery site delineated 
on a local general plan, specific 
plan or other land use plan? 

   X 

   
DISCUSSION 
 
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of 

value to the region and the residents of the state? 
 

The California Department of Conservation, Geological Survey classifies lands into 
Aggregate and Mineral Resource Zones (MRZs) based on guidelines adopted by the 
California State Mining and Geology Board, as mandated by the Surface Mining and 
Reclamation Act of 1974. These MRZs identify whether known or inferred significant 
mineral resources are present in areas. Lead agencies are required to incorporate 
identified MRZs resource areas delineated by the State into their General Plans. The 
subject site is not located in an area designated for mineral resource preservation or 
recovery; therefore, the Project will not result in the loss of availability of a known 
mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state. 
Therefore, there would be no impact.  

 
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery 

site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan? 
 

The subject site is not delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land 
use plan as a locally-important mineral resource recovery site; therefore, it will not 
result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource. Therefore, there 
would be no impact. 

 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures are required.   



76 

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

 
XIII. NOISE – Would the project result in: 
 
a) Generation of a substantial 
temporary or permanent increase 
in ambient noise levels in the 
vicinity of the project in excess of 
standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, 
or applicable standards of other 
agencies? 

 X   

 
b) Generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels?  

 X   

 
c) For a project located within the 
vicinity of a private airstrip or an 
airport land use plan or, where 
such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport 
or public use airport, would the 
project expose people residing or 
working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 

  X  

 
DISCUSSION 
 
The discussion below is based an Acoustical Study prepared for the Project (WJV Acoustics, 
Inc., 2021) and is attached as Appendix F.  

 
a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise 

levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or in other applicable local, state, or federal 
standards? 

 
Generally, the three primary sources of substantial noise that affect the City of Fresno and 
its residents are transportation-related and consist of major streets and regional highways; 
airport operations at the Fresno Yosemite International, the Fresno-Chandler Downtown, 
and the Sierra Sky Park Airports; and railroad operations along the BNSF Railway and 
the Union Pacific Railroad lines. 
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In developed areas of the community, noise conflicts often occur when a noise-sensitive 
land use is located adjacent or in proximity to a noise generator. Noise in these situations 
frequently stems from on-site operations, use of outdoor equipment, uses where large 
numbers of persons assemble, and vehicular traffic. Some land uses, such as residential 
dwellings, hospitals, office buildings, and schools, are considered noise-sensitive 
receptors and involve land uses associated with indoor and/or outdoor activities that may 
be subject to stress and/or significant interference from noise. 
Stationary noise sources can also influence the population, and unlike mobile, 
transportation-related noise sources, these sources generally have a more permanent 
and consistent impact on people. These stationary noise sources involve a wide spectrum 
of uses and activities, including various industrial uses, commercial operations, 
agricultural production, school playgrounds, high school football games, HVAC units, 
generators, lawn maintenance equipment, and swimming pool pumps. 
Potential noise sources at the Project site would occur primarily from roadway noise from 
East Dakota Avenue. Modeled traffic noise levels for the closest lots to E. Dakota Avenue 
indicated that the traffic noise would be approximately 57 dB for both existing and future 
(2035) traffic conditions. Such exposure levels do not exceed the City’s 65 dB exterior 
noise level standards (WJV Acoustics, Inc., 2021). 
The City of Fresno interior noise level standard is 45 dB Ldn. The worst‐case future noise 
exposure within the proposed residential development would be approximately 57 dB Ldn. 
This means that the proposed residential construction must be capable of providing a 
minimum outdoor‐to‐indoor noise level reduction (NLR) of approximately 12 dB (57‐
45=12) (WJV Acoustics, Inc., 2021). 
However, it may be assumed that residential construction methods complying with current 
building code requirements will reduce exterior noise levels by approximately 25 dB if 
windows and doors are closed. This will be sufficient for compliance with the City’s 45 dB 
Ldn interior standard at all proposed lots. Requiring that it be possible for windows and 
doors to remain closed for sound insulation means that air conditioning or mechanical 
ventilation will be required. 
Existing sensitive receptors, including single-family homes, are surrounding the Project 
site. During the construction phase of the Project, noise-generating activities will be 
present; however, it will be temporary in nature, and any machinery used as a part of the 
construction of the Project will be muffled. The Project will be required to provide screening 
measures when a project is located near differing land use, in order to shield the adjacent 
land uses, such as providing a 6-foot-high screen wall as detailed in Chapter 15, Article 
20, Section 15-2008 – Screening between differing land uses of the Fresno Municipal 
Code (FMC). 
Noise created by any proposed stationary noise sources or existing stationary noise 
sources which undergo modification that may increase noise levels shall be mitigated so 
as not to exceed the noise level standards of Table 5.11-8 of the GP PEIR at noise-
sensitive land uses. If the existing ambient noise levels equal or exceed these levels, 
mitigation is required to limit noise to the ambient noise level plus 5 dB. 
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The current Project site is not developed. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that the 
proposed Project will result in an increase in temporary and/or periodic ambient noise 
levels on the Project site above existing levels. However, these noise levels will not 
exceed those generated by adjacent existing or planned land uses when implementing 
screening measures required pursuant to the City of Fresno’s development standards. 
Short-term Noise and Vibration Impacts 
The construction of a Project involves both short-term, construction-related noise, and 
long-term noise potentially generated by increases in area traffic, nearby stationary 
sources, or other transportation sources. The FMC allows for construction noise in excess 
of standards if it complies with the section below (Chapter 10, Article 1, Section 10-109 – 
Exemptions). It states that the provisions of Article 1 – Noise Regulations of the FMC shall 
not apply to: 

Construction, repair, or remodeling work accomplished pursuant to a building, electrical, 
plumbing, mechanical, or other construction permit issued by the city or other 
governmental agency, or to site preparation and grading, provided such work takes place 
between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. on any day except Sunday. 

Thus, construction activity would be exempt from City of Fresno noise regulations, as long 
as such activity is conducted pursuant to an applicable construction permit and occurs 
between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., excluding Sunday. Therefore, short-term construction 
impacts associated with the exposure of persons to or the generation of noise levels in 
excess of standards established in the general plan or noise ordinance or applicable 
standards of other agencies would be less than significant. 
Long Term Noise Impacts 
The proposed Project includes future residential uses. The immediate vicinity consists of 
existing and planned residential uses, which produce noise levels that are likely similar to 
noise levels produced by the proposed Project. Additionally, all surrounding properties are 
adjacent to collector and arterial streets, which increase the ambient noise of the Project 
site. The proposed Project is not projected to be a long-term noise source due to the 
Project being a use consistent with neighboring land uses. 
Conclusion 
Although the Project will create additional activity in the area, the Project will be required 
to comply with all noise policies and development standards identified within the Fresno 
General Plan and GP PEIR MM NOI-2 as well as the noise ordinance of the Fresno 
Municipal Code, Chapter 10 Article 1 – Noise Regulations. Furthermore, the Project may 
produce an elevated ambient noise level during construction; however, those impacts are 
temporary, and no operational noise will be generated that exceeds the adopted noise 
levels identified for neighboring land uses. Through compliance with the policies and 
development standards, the interior and exterior noise levels would comply with the City’s 
noise standards, and impacts will be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Mitigation Measures 
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The proposed project shall implement and incorporate the noise-related mitigation 
measures as identified in the attached Project Specific Mitigation Monitoring Checklist 
dated September 2021. 

 
PEIR MM NOI-2: Construction Vibration. The use of heavy construction equipment within 
25 feet of existing structures shall be prohibited. 

 
 

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 
 
The primary vibration-generating activities associated with the proposed Project would 
happen during construction when activities such as grading, utility placement, and road 
construction occur. Sensitive receptors, which could be impacted by construction-related 
vibrations, especially vibratory compactors/rollers, are located approximately 25 to 50 feet 
or further from the Project site. At this distance, construction vibrations are not predicted 
to exceed acceptable levels. Additionally, construction activities would be temporary in 
nature and would likely occur during normal daytime working hours. Therefore, short-term 
construction impacts associated with the exposure of persons to or the generation of 
construction would be less than significant. In addition, MM NOI-2 in the GP PEIR prohibits 
the use of heavy construction equipment within 25 feet of an existing structure. Therefore, 
impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

c) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not 
been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project expose people residing or working in the project site to excessive noise 
levels? 
 
The closest airport or airstrip is the Fresno Yosemite International Airport, located 
approximately 2 miles northwest of the Project site.  The site is within the Airport Land 
Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) Zone 6- Traffic Pattern Zone. This zone includes regular 
aircraft traffic patterns based upon the 14 CFR Part 77 Conical Surface. The aircraft 
accident risk level is considered to be low in this zone (Fresno Council of Governments, 
2018). For the Fresno Yosemite International Airport, portions of the Traffic Pattern Zone 
(Zone 6) are designated as “Urban.” The City of Fresno has created specific designations 
to prioritize development in the urban portions of the city. These “Urban Core” areas are 
used by the City of Fresno to identify areas that should be prioritized for development from 
the City of Fresno’s perspective. The Handbook, in Figure 4G, includes provisions for 
developing safety criteria for urban areas which includes no limit for intensity or density. 
Using the City of Fresno’s “Urban Core” areas, there is no limit for non‐residential intensity 
in areas designated as Urban (Fresno Council of Governments, 2018). 
The proposed Project is outside noise level contours identified in the ALUCP (Fresno 
Council of Governments, 2018). In conclusion, the proposed Project would not expose 
people residing or working in the Project site to excessive noise levels associated with 
such airport facilities, and there would be less than significant impact.  
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Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures are required. 
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XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING – Would the project: 
 
a) Induce substantial unplanned 
population growth in an area, 
either directly (for example, by 
proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for 
example, through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure)? 

  X  

 
b) Displace substantial numbers 
of existing people or housing, 
necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

   X 

 
DISCUSSION 
 
a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for 

example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, 
through extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 
 
The population in Fresno is 542,107 people (United States Census, 2021). The City of 
Fresno 2015-2023 Housing Element identifies the average household in the City of Fresno 
is 3.07 persons. The Project will construct housing with 145 dwelling units. The City’s 
General Plan includes encourages residential developments to meet the future population 
growth needs. This project accommodates this anticipated increase in City’s population by 
providing 145 new residences for existing and future residents.  
 
The Project site has a  General Plan designation of Urban Neighborhood Density 
Residential and is within the RM-2 (Residential Multi-Family, Urban Neighborhood) 
zone district.  The Project is consistent with both the General Plan and zoning 
ordinance.  Therefore, the Project would not induce substantial population growth in 
an area, either directly or indirectly. Impacts would be less than significant. 
 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

 
The Project site is undeveloped and surrounded by a combination of vacant lots, 
agriculture, and residential property. As proposed, the Project will not displace existing 
housing or people either directly or indirectly. Therefore, there are no impacts. 
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Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures are required.. 

 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures are required. 
  



83 

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

 
XV. PUBLIC SERVICES – Would the project:  
a) Result in substantial adverse 
physical impacts associated with 
the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, 
need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, 
in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times or 
other performance objectives for 
any of the public services: 

    

 
Fire protection?   X  

 
Police protection?   X  

 
Schools?   X  

 
Parks?   X  

 
Other public facilities?   X  

 
DISCUSSION 
 
a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated 

with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, or the 
need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for 
any of the public services: 
 
i. Fire protection? 
 
The Project site is located approximately 1.4 miles northeast from Fire Station 10. The 
Project will not result in significant environmental impacts related to acceptable service 
ratios, response times, or to other performance objectives fire protection services.  
 
The proposed Project will comply with Title 24 of the California Building Code and 
local development standards. Prior to recordation of any subdivision map, the 
applicant will be required to enter into an agreement with the City to contribute towards 
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necessary fire protection equipment and/or facilities as determined through 
negotiations between the City and the applicant.  
 
The Fire Department has established the objectives set forth in NFPA 1710 as 
department objectives to ensure public health, safety, and welfare. Demand for fire 
service generated by the Project is within planned services levels of the Fire 
Department, and the applicant will pay any required impact fees at the time building 
permits are obtained. 

 
The General Plan includes policies that would protect the Project and the community 
from fire dangers. These include: 
PU-3-d: Review Development Applications. Continue Fire Department review of 
development applications, provide comments and recommend conditions of approval 
that will ensure adequate onsite and offsite fire protection systems and features are 
provided.  
PU-3-e: Building Codes. Adopt and enforce amendments to construction and fire 
codes, as determined appropriate, to systematically reduce the level of risk to life and 
property from fire, commensurate with the City’s fire suppression capabilities. 
In addition, the Project is required to pay development impact fees that will provide for 
future fire-related facilities as the City’s population increases. Recognizing that there 
would be an increased demand for fire and emergency medical response, the General 
Plan includes several policies to support the activities of the Fresno Fire Department. 
The policies and objectives of the General Plan will ensure that the proposed Project 
does not significantly affect fire protection. 
 
The construction of the Project may result in a minor increase in demand for fire 
protection services with implementation of the applicable General Plan policies and 
payment of developer fees related to fire protection, the level of risk to life and property 
from fire would be considered less than significant. 

 
Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures are required 
.  

 
ii. Police protection? 

 
Police protection services within the City limits are provided by the City of Fresno 
Police Department. The Project site is located approximately 6.5 miles southeast of 
the Northeast Police District, Sector 3G.  The Project may result in impacts related to 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or to other performance objectives specific 
to police protection services. However, to reduce impacts to public protection services, 
the Project developer is required to pay appropriate impact fees related to police 
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protection and is responsible for constructing any infrastructure needed to serve the 
Project. Therefore, with implementation of standard local requirements for 
development projects related to police protection services, Project impacts are 
considered less than significant. Therefore, with implementation of standard local 
requirements for development projects related to police protection services, Impacts 
would be less than significant. 
 
 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required 

 
iii. Schools? 

 
Pursuant to the Clovis Unified School District memorandum dated June 20, 2022, the 
schools that will serve the proposed project are Roger S. Oraze Elementary School, 
approximately 0.5 miles east of the Project, Reyburn Intermediate School 
approximately 2 miles northeast of the Project, and Clovis East High School 
approximately 2.5 miles northeast of the Project. 

 
The proposed residential uses result in the generation of students, which would impact 
the District’s student classroom capacity. Any future development occurring as a result 
of the proposed project may have an effect on the Clovis Unified School District’s 
student housing capacity. The District, through local funding, is in a position to mitigate 
its shortage of classrooms to accommodate planned population growth for the 
foreseeable future. However, the District recognizes that the legislature, as a matter 
of law, has deemed under Government Code Section 65996 that all school facilities 
impacts are mitigated as a consequence of SB 50 Level 1, 2, and 3 developer fee 
legislative provisions. The developer will pay appropriate impact fees at time of 
building permits. The proposed Project does not result in the construction of new 
school facilities. Impacts would be less than significant. 

 
iv. Parks? 

 
The proposed Project does include uses that would increase the use of park and 
recreation facilities in the area. The nearest parks are Community Park approximately 
0.5 miles southeast. The City of Fresno maintains a park goal to provide five acres of 
city park space per 1,000 residents. To meet this park goal, the Project would require 
up to 2.3 acres of park uses for the 432 residents. Because the Project does not meet 
this goal, the applicant would be required to pay the required park impact fees. 
 
Park and recreation fees (Quimby) are collected for new residential developments. 
The Project review and approval process will ensure that all park related fees are paid 
by the applicant. These requirements will ensure that the proposed Project does not 
significantly affect park and recreation facilities. Impacts would be less than significant. 
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v. Other public facilities? 
 

The Department of Public Utilities (DPU) has determined that adequate sanitary sewer 
and water services are available to serve the project site subject to compliance with 
the conditions submitted by the DPU for this project and implementation of the Fresno 
General Plan policies and the mitigation measures of the related Master 
Environmental Impact Report; and, the construction and installation of public facilities 
and infrastructure in accordance with Department of Public Works standards, 
specifications and policies. 
 
For sanitary sewer service, these infrastructure improvements and facilities include 
typical requirements for the construction and extension of sanitary sewer mains and 
branches. The proposed Project will also be required to provide payment of sewer 
connection charges. 
 
No significant adverse impacts are expected to occur as a result of the construction 
of any such facilities or improvements beyond those evaluated within GP PEIR No. 
20190500005 or those analyzed within the respective sections of this initial study, as 
included herein. Impacts would be less than significant. 

 
Mitigation Measures 

 
No mitigation measures are required. 
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XVI. RECREATION - Would the project: 
 
a) Increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks 
or other recreational facilities such 
that substantial physical 
deterioration of the facility would 
occur or be accelerated? 

  X  

 
b) Does the project include 
recreational facilities or require 
the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities which might 
have an adverse physical effect 
on the environment? 

  X  

 
DISCUSSION 
 
a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other 

recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility 
would occur or be accelerated? 

 
Although the proposed Project would increase the use of park and recreation facilities 
in the area, the proposed Project will not result in the physical deterioration of existing 
parks or recreational facilities. The Project includes common activity areas including 
a pool and recreation building which will be located within the Project area for use by 
residents of the complex.  
 
There are two parks in the vicinity of the Project, including Carriage House Park, 
approximately 0.5 miles southeast  Martin Ray Reilly Park, approximately 3.8 miles to 
the southwest, and Trolley Creek Park, 3.5 miles to the southwest.  
 
As noted in Impact XV (iv), the Project would require up to 2.3 acres of park uses for 
the 432 residents. Because the Project does not meet this goal, the applicant would 
be required to pay the required park impact fees.  The Project population growth is 
minimal and will not have a negative impact on neighborhood or regional parks as the 
Project has its own open space area . Project impacts related to parks and recreational 
facilities are considered to be less than significant 
 

Mitigation Measures 
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No mitigation measures are required 

 
b) Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 

recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 

 
As stated above, Project proposes to construction a community pool and recreational 
facilities within the development.  Therefore, through the standard City building 
process for the future park and payment of the required development fees, the Project 
does not significantly affect park and recreation facilities. The Project would not result 
in any new recreational, environmental impacts and are considered to be less than 
significant . 

 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures are required. 
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XVII. TRANSPORTATION – Would the project: 
a) Conflict with a program, plan, 
ordinance or policy addressing the 
circulation system, including 
transit, roadway, bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities? 

 X   

 
b) Conflict or be inconsistent with 
CEQA Guidelines § 15064.3, 
subdivision (b)? 

  X  

 
c) Substantially increase hazards 
due to a geometric design feature 
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible 
uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

  X  

 
d) Result in inadequate 
emergency access? 

  X  

 
The discussion below is based on a Transportation Impact Analysis conducted for the 
Project and is attached as Appendix G (VRPA Technologies, Inc., 2022). 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation 

system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 
 

Within proximity to the Project, there are several transportation facilities, including 
transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities.  
 
Transit Services 
 
Fresno Area Express (FAX) is the transit operator in the City of Fresno. The closest is 
FAX Route 45, approximately 0.5 miles south of the proposed Project site. Route 45 
operates at 30-minute intervals on weekdays and weekends. The Project is not 
expected to disrupt or impede existing transit facilities because few people will use the 
transit system. The construction of 145 units with an additional 442 people is not 
anticipated to create delays in bus service in the area. 

 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities 
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The 2017 City of Fresno Active Transportation Plan (ATP) refers to the Caltrans 
Highway Design Manual for classification of bicycle facilities as follows: 
 
• Class I Bikeway (Bike Path): Off-street facilities that provide exclusive use for non-

motorized travel, including bicyclists and pedestrians. 
• Class II Bikeway (Bike Lane): On-street facilities that use striping, stencils, and 

signage to denote preferential or exclusive use by bicyclists. 
• Class III Bikeway (Bike Route): On-street pavement markings or signage that 

connect the bicycle roadway network along corridors that do not provide enough 
space for dedicated lanes on low-speed and low-volume streets. 

• Class IV Bikeway (Separated Bikeways): Physically separated bicycle facilities 
that are distinct from the sidewalk and designed for exclusive use by bicyclists. 
Commonly known as “cycle tracks,” they are located within the street right-of-way 
but provide similar comfort when compared to Class I Bikeways. 

 
The Project is not expected to disrupt or impede existing or planned bicycle facilities.  
 
The proposed Project will not require any changes to existing transportation systems 
and will have no impact on any plans, ordinances, or policies related to the 
effectiveness or performance of transit, pedestrian and bicycle facilities. The Project 
will comply with all applicable City development standards. There would be no 
impacts.  
 
Roadway and Circulation  
 
Results of the analysis show that the intersection of Dakota Avenue and Fowler 
Avenue does not currently meet the minimum level of service criteria during both the 
AM and PM Peak Hour, as shown in Table 17-1 below. 
 

Table 17-1  
Existing Intersection Operations  

 
Intersection Control Target 

LOS 
Peak 
Hour 

Existing 
Delay LOS 

Ashlan Ave & Fowler 
Ave 

Signalized D AM 40.4 D 
PM 40.7 D 

Dakota Ave and 
Fowler Ave 

All Way 
Stop 

D AM 65.5 F 
PM 80.6 F 

Shields Ave and 
Fowler Ave 

Signalized D AM 19.4 B 
PM 18.0 B 

Dakota Ave and West 
Project Access 

Two Way 
Stop 

D AM Future Intersection 
PM 

Dakota Ave and East 
Project Access 

Two Way 
Stop 

D AM Future Intersection 
PM 
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(VRPA Technologies, Inc., 2022) 
 
 
 
Table 17-2 below presents trip generation estimates for the Project. For comparison 
purposes, an estimate of the number of trips that potentially could have been 
generated by a Project. 
 

Table 17-2 
Project Trip Generation Estimate 

 
Land Use 
 

Units Daily A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour 
Rate Total In:Out In Out Total In:Out In Out Total 

Single-
Family (210) 

145 9.43 1367 25:75 27 77 104 63:37 46 27 73 

Source:  (VRPA Technologies, Inc., 2022) 
 
The potential impacts on the local roadway system from the construction of 145 homes 
related to vehicle trips and the Project’s operational traffic on the area roadway and 
circulation system would impact intersections already operating below threshold. In 
order to reduce impacts to levels of service, the following improvements will be 
required: 
 
INTERSECTIONS 
  
Ashlan Avenue / Fowler Avenue 
Recommended improvements to achieve acceptable levels of service: 

Near-Term Plus Project scenario: 
o Widen the westbound approach to 1 left lane, 2 through lane and 1 right turn 

lane (adding 1 right turn lane) 
o Widen the eastbound approach to 1 left lane, 2 through lane and 1 right turn 

lane (adding 1 right turn lane) 
  

Cumulative Year 2042 Plus Project scenario: 
o Widen the westbound approach to 2 left lane, 2 through lane and 1 right turn 

lane (adding 1 left turn lane and 1 right turn lane) 
o Widen the eastbound approach to 2 left lane, 2 through lane and 1 right turn 

lane (adding 1 left turn lane and 1 right turn lane) 
o Widen the northbound approach to 2 left lane, 2 through lane and 1 right turn 

lane (adding 1 left turn lane) 
o Widen the southbound approach to 2 left lane, 2 through lane and 1 right turn 

lane (adding 1 left turn lane) 
 
The improvements identified above for the Near-Term Plus Project and Cumulative 
Year 2042 Plus Project scenario are sufficient to meet the City of Fresno’s level of 
service criteria.  
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Dakota Avenue/ Fowler Avenue 
Recommended improvements to achieve acceptable levels of service:  

Existing Plus Project, Near-Term Plus Project, and Cumulative Year 2042 Plus 
Project scenarios: 
o Install Traffic Signal 

 
The signalization of the Dakota Avenue and Fowler Avenue intersection is included in 
the City of Fresno’s Traffic Signal Mitigation Impact Fees (TSMI Fee).  The City of 
Fresno Master Fee Schedule was used to determine the TSMI Fee for the Project.  
The TSMI Fee can be calculated using the charge rate of $475 per dwelling unit. 
Therefore, with 145 units, the total fee will be $68,875. 
 
The improvements identified above for the Existing Plus Project, Near-Term Plus 
Project, and Cumulative Year 2042 Plus Project scenarios are sufficient to meet the 
City of Fresno’s minimum level of service criteria. With implementation of MM TRA-1 
and TRA-2, impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

 
Mitigation Measures 
 
MM TRA-1: Prior to construction, the Project proponent shall be required to contribute a 
fair share towards the costs of improvements that are identified for the Cumulative Year 
2042 scenarios.  The required City of Fresno’s Traffic Signal Mitigation Impact Fees 
(TSMI Fee) required to be paid is $68,875. 
 
MM TRA-2: Prior to construction, the Project proponent shall be required to contribute a 
fair share payment towards the costs of improvements to the following streets: 
 

• Widen Ashlan Avenue at Fowler Avenue  
• Install traffic signal at Dakota Avenue at Fowler Avenue 

 
 
b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 

15064.3, subdivision (b)? 
 

Senate Bill (SB) 743 requires that relevant CEQA analysis of transportation impacts 
be conducted using a metric known as vehicle miles traveled (VMT) instead of Level 
of Service (LOS). VMT measures how much actual auto travel (additional miles driven) 
a proposed project would create on California roads. If the project adds excessive car 
travel onto our roads, the project may cause a significant transportation impact.  
 
The State CEQA Guidelines were amended to implement SB 743, by adding Section 
15064.3. Among its provisions, Section 15064.3 confirms that, except with respect to 
transportation projects, a project’s effect on automobile delay shall not constitute a 
significant environmental impact. Therefore, LOS measures of impacts on traffic 
facilities is no longer a relevant CEQA criteria for transportation impacts.  
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CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b)(4) states that “[a] lead agency has discretion to 
evaluate a project’s vehicle miles traveled, including whether to express the change 
in absolute terms, per capita, per household or in any other measure. A lead agency 
may use models to estimate a project’s vehicle miles traveled and may revise those 
estimates to reflect professional judgment based on substantial evidence. Any 
assumptions used to estimate used to estimate vehicle miles traveled and any revision 
to model outputs should be documented and explained in the environmental document 
prepared for the project. The standard of adequacy in Section 15151 shall apply to the 
analysis described in this section.” 
 
On June 25, 2020, the City of Fresno adopted CEQA Guidelines for Vehicle Miles 
Traveled Thresholds, pursuant to Senate Bill 743 to be effective of July 1, 2020. The 
thresholds described therein are referred to herein as the City of Fresno VMT 
Thresholds. The City of Fresno VMT Thresholds document was prepared and adopted 
consistent with the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.3 and 15064.7. 
The December 2018 Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in 
CEQA (Technical Advisory) published by the Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research (OPR), was utilized as a reference and guidance document in the 
preparation of the Fresno VMT Thresholds.  
 
The City of Fresno VMT Thresholds adopted a screening standard and criteria that 
can be used to screen out qualified projects that meet the adopted criteria from 
needing to prepare a detailed VMT analysis. 
 
The City of Fresno VMT Thresholds Section 3.0 regarding Project Screening 
discusses a variety of projects that may be screened out of a VMT analysis including 
specific development and transportation projects. For development projects, 
conditions may exist that would presume that a development project has a less than 
significant impact. These may be size, location, proximity to transit, or trip-making 
potential. For transportation projects, the primary attribute to consider with 
transportation projects is the potential to increase vehicle travel, sometimes referred 
to as “induced travel.” 
 
One of the eligible screening criteria is whether a residential project is located within 
an area with low VMT, as designated in the screening map for residential uses (Figure 
6) in the City of Fresno’s CEQA Guidelines for VMT Thresholds Technical Advisory. 
These low VMT areas were calculated using Fresno County as the region. The Fresno 
County average VMT per capita is 16.10. 
 
Additionally, using the Fresno Council of Governments (COG) VMT Calculator 
(Version 3.7), the proposed project in this area has an average VMT per capita of 
13.24, which is 13 percent or more lower than the County’s 16.10 average VMT per 
capita. 
 
The proposed project is eligible to screen out because it is located in a low VMT zone, 
as designated by the Fresno COG screening map and Figure 6 of the City of Fresno 



94 

CEQA Guidelines for VMT Thresholds. This results in a less than significant impact. 
 

Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures are required.  

 
 
 
c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp 

curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)? 

 
The Project will be designed to current standards and safety regulations. All 
intersections will be constructed as to comply with the City and Caltrans regulations, 
and design and safety standards of Chapter 33 of the California Building Codes (CBC) 
and the guidelines of Title 24 in order to create safe and accessible roadways.  
 
Vehicles exiting the subdivision will be provided with a clear view of the roadway 
without obstructions. Landscaping associated with the entry driveways could impede 
such views, if improperly installed. Specific circulation patterns and roadway designs 
will incorporate all applicable safety measures to ensure that hazardous design 
features or inadequate emergency access to the site or other areas surrounding the 
project area would not occur. Therefore, with the incorporated design features and all 
applicable rules and regulations, the Project will have a less-than-significant impact. 
 

Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures are required.  

 
 
d) Result in inadequate emergency access? 
 

State and City Fire Codes establishes standards by which emergency access may be 
determined. The proposed Project would have to provide adequate unobstructed 
space for fire trucks to turn around. The proposed project site would have adequate 
internal circulation capacity including entrance and exit routes to provide adequate 
unobstructed space for fire trucks and other emergency vehicles to gain access and 
to turn around. The proposed Project would not inhibit the ability of local roadways to 
continue to accommodate emergency response and evacuation activities. Impacts 
would be less than significant.  

 
Mitigation Measures 
 
   No mitigation measures are required.  
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

XVII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES – Would the project: 
a) Cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of a 
tribal cultural resource, defined in 
PRC section 21074 as either a 
site, feature, place, cultural 
landscape that is geographically 
defined in terms of the size and 
scope of the landscape, sacred 
place, or object with cultural value 
to a California Native American 
tribe, and that is: 

 X   

i) Listed or eligible for listing in the 
California Register of Historical 
Resources, or in a local register of 
historical resources as defined in 
PRC section 5020.1(k), or,  

 X   

ii) A resource determined by the 
lead agency, in its discretion and 
supported by substantial evi-
dence, to be significant pursuant 
to criteria set forth in subdivision 
(c) of PRC section 5024.1. In 
applying the criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of PRC section 
5024.1, the lead agency shall 
consider the significance of the 
resource to a California Native 
American tribe. 

 X   

 
DISCUSSION 
 
a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 

tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as 
either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in 
terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with 
cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: 
 
i. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, 

or in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources 
Code section 5020.1(k)? 



96 

 
See Also Impact V. CULTURAL RESOURCES a-c. 
 
On September 16, 2021, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was 
asked to conduct a search of its Sacred Lands File to identify previously recorded 
sacred sites or cultural resources of special importance to tribes and provide contact 
information for local Native American representatives who may have information about 
the project area. Letters were mailed to tribes listed in Appendix C.   
 
A Sacred Lands File request was also submitted to the Native American Heritage 
Commission. A response dated October 19, 2021, indicates negative results. A 
cultural resources records search (RS #21-415) was conducted at the Southern San 
Joaquin Valley Information Center, CSU Bakersfield (QK, 2021) records search 
covered an area within one-half mile of the Project and included a review of the 
National Register of Historic Places, California Points of Historical Interest, California 
Registry of Historic Resources, California Historical Landmarks, California State 
Historic Resources Inventory, and a review of cultural resource reports on file. 
 
The records search indicated that the subject property had never been surveyed for 
cultural resources, and it is not known if any exist there. Based on the results of cultural 
records search findings and the lack of historical or archaeological resources 
previously identified within a half-mile radius of the proposed Project, the potential to 
encounter subsurface cultural resources is minimal. Additionally, the Project 
construction would be conducted within the partially developed and previously 
disturbed parcel. The potential to uncover subsurface historical or archaeological 
deposits would be considered unlikely.  
 
However, there is still a possibility that historical or archaeological materials may be 
exposed during construction. Grading and trenching, as well as other ground-
disturbing actions, have the potential to damage or destroy these previously 
unidentified and potentially significant cultural resources within the project area, 
including historical or archaeological resources.  Disturbance of any deposits that 
have the potential to provide significant cultural data would be considered a significant 
impact. To reduce the potential impacts of the Project on cultural resources, the MM 
CUL-1 through CUL-3 are recommended to be included as Conditions of Approval. 
The Project would have a less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated.   
 
ii. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported 

by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the 
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section 5024.1, 
the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California 
Native American tribe. 

 
The State requires lead agencies to consider the potential effects of proposed projects 
and consult with California Native American tribes during the local planning process 
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for the purpose of protecting Traditional Tribal Cultural Resources through the CEQA 
Guidelines. Pursuant to PRC Section 21080.3.1, the lead agency shall begin 
consultation with the California Native American tribe that is traditionally and culturally 
affiliated with the geographical area of the proposed Project. Such significant cultural 
resources are either sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and 
objects with cultural value to a tribe which is either on or eligible for inclusion in the 
California Historic Register or local historic register, or, the lead agency, at its 
discretion, and support by substantial evidence, choose to treat the resources as a 
Tribal Cultural Resources (PRC Section 21074(a)(1-2)). 
 
Additional information may also be available from the California Native American 
Heritage Commission’s Sacred Lands File per PRC Section 5097.96 and the 
California Historical Resources Information System administered by the California 
Office of Historic Preservation. Please also note that PRC Section 21082.3(c) contains 
provisions specific to confidentiality. 
 
Pursuant to Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52), the Table Mountain Rancheria Tribe and the 
Dumna Wo Wah were invited to consult under AB 52. No tribes elected to consult on 
the proposed project. Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52), which became law January 1, 2015, 
requires that, as part of the CEQA review process, public agencies provide early 
notice of a project to California Native American Tribes to allow for consultation 
between the tribe and the public agency. The purpose of AB 52 is to provide the 
opportunity for public agencies and tribes to consult and consider potential impacts to 
Tribal Cultural Resources (TCR’s), as defined by the Public Resources Code (PRC) 
Section 2107(a). Under AB 52, public agencies shall reach out to California Native 
American Tribes who have requested to be notified of projects in areas within or which 
may have been affiliated with their tribal geographic range. 
 
Overall, because all tribes, to which invitations for consultation were extended, 
declined AB 52 consultation and because existing cultural resources protection laws 
exist that would require construction activities to cease if artifacts are discovered, To 
reduce the potential impacts of the Project on cultural resources, the MM CUL-1 
through CUL-3 are recommended The Project would have a less than significant 
impact with mitigation incorporated. 

 
Mitigation Measures 
 

The proposed project shall implement and incorporate the tribal cultural resource-
related mitigation measures as identified in the attached Project Specific Mitigation 
Monitoring Checklist dated September 2021.  

 
CUL-1.1: If previously unknown resources are encountered before or during grading 
activities, construction shall stop in the immediate vicinity of the find and a qualified 
historical resources specialist shall be consulted to determine whether the resource 
requires further study. The qualified historical resources specialist shall make 
recommendations to the City on the measures that shall be implemented to protect the 
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discovered resources, including but not limited to excavation of the finds and evaluation 
of the finds in accordance with Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines and the City’s 
Historic Preservation Ordinance.  
 
If the resources are determined to be unique historical resources as defined under 
Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, measures shall be identified by the monitor and 
recommended to the Lead Agency.  Appropriate measures for significant resources could 
include avoidance or capping, incorporation of the site in green space, parks, or open 
space, or data recovery excavations of the finds. 
 
No further grading shall occur in the area of the discovery until the Lead Agency approves 
the measures to protect these. Any historical artifacts recovered as a result of mitigation 
shall be provided to a City-approved institution or person who is capable of providing long-
germ preservation to allow future scientific study.  
 
CUL-2: Subsequent to a preliminary City review of the project grading plans, if there is 
evidence that a project will include excavation or construction activities within previously 
undisturbed soils, a field survey and literature search for prehistoric archaeological 
resources shall be conducted. The following procedures shall be followed. 
 
If prehistoric resources are not found during either the field survey or literature search, 
excavation and/or construction activities can commence. In the event that buried 
prehistoric archaeological resources are discovered during excavation and/or 
construction activities, construction shall stop in the immediate vicinity of the find and a 
qualified archaeologist shall be consulted to determine whether the resource requires 
further study. The qualified archaeologist shall make recommendations to the City on the 
measures that shall be implemented to protect the discovered resources, including but 
not limited to excavation of the finds and evaluation of the finds in accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.5. 
 
If the resources are determined to be unique prehistoric archaeological resources as 
defined under Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, mitigation measures shall be 
identified by the monitor and recommended to the Lead Agency. Appropriate measures 
for significant resources could include avoidance or capping, incorporation of the site in 
green space, parks, or open space, or data recovery excavations of the finds. No further 
grading shall occur in the area of the discovery until the Lead Agency approves the 
measures to protect these resources. Any prehistoric archaeological artifacts recovered 
as a result of mitigation shall be provided to a City approved institution or person who is 
capable of pro viding long term preservation to allow future scientific study. 
 
If prehistoric resources are found during the field survey or literature review, the resources 
shall be inventoried using appropriate State record forms and submit the forms to the 
Southern San Joaquin Valley Information Center. The resources shall be evaluated for 
significance. If the resources are found to be significant, measures shall be identified by 
the qualified archaeologist. Similar to above, appropriate mitigation measures for 
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significant resources could include avoidance or capping, incorporation of the site in 
green space, parks, or open space, or data recovery excavations of the finds. 

 
In addition, appropriate mitigation for excavation and construction activities in the vicinity 
of the resources found during the field survey or literature review shall include an 
archaeological monitor. The monitoring period shall be determined by the qualified 
archaeologist. If additional prehistoric archaeological resources are found during 
excavation and/or construction activities, the procedure identified above for the discovery 
of unknown resources shall be followed. 
 
CUL-3: In the event that human remains are unearthed during excavation and grading 
activities of any future development project, all activity shall cease immediately. Pursuant 
to Health and Safety Code (HSC) Section 7050.5, no further disturbance shall occur until 
the County Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin and disposition 
pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98(a). If the remains are determined to be of Native 
American descent, the coroner shall within 24 hours notify the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC). The NAHC shall then contact the most likely descendent of the 
deceased Native American, who shall then serve as the consultant on how to proceed 
with the remains. 

 
Pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98(b), upon the discovery of Native American remains, 
the landowner shall ensure that the immediate vicinity, according to generally accepted 
cultural or archaeological standards or practices, where the Native American human 
remains are located is not damaged or disturbed by further development activity until the 
landowner has discussed and conferred with the most likely descendants regarding their 
recommendations, if applicable, taking into account the possibility of multiple human 
remains. The landowner shall discuss and confer with the descendants all reasonable 
options regarding the descendants' preferences for treatment. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 
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Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

 
XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS – Would the project: 
 
a) Require or result in the 
relocation or construction of new 
or expanded water, wastewater 
treatment or storm water 
drainage, electric power, natural 
gas, or telecommunications 
facilities, the construction or 
relocation of which could cause 
significant environmental effect? 

  X  

 
b) Have sufficient water supplies 
available to serve the project and 
reasonably foreseeable future 
development during normal, dry 
and multiple dry years? 

 X   

 
c) Result in a determination by the 
waste water treatment provider, 
which serves or may serve the 
project that it has adequate 
capacity to serve the project’s 
projected demand in addition to 
the provider’s existing 
commitments? 

  X  

 
d) Generate solid waste in excess 
of state or local standards, or in 
excess of the capacity of local 
infrastructure, or otherwise impair 
the attainment of solid waste 
reduction goals? 

  X  

 
e) Comply with federal, state, and 
local management and reduction 
statutes and regulations related to 
solid waste? 

  X  

 
  



101 

DISCUSSION 
 
a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, 

wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? 

 
The proposed Project will require construction of new infrastructure to connect to the 
existing utility infrastructure. This will include water, wastewater, and storm water 
drainage connections. Additionally, the Project will include connections for electric 
power, natural gas, and telecommunications facilities. The installation of this 
infrastructure will not require any major upsizing or other offsite construction activities 
that would cause a significant impact. The new infrastructure would be connected to 
the existing infrastructure that is adjacent to the Project site. 
 
Impacts to storm drainage facilities have been previously discussed under the 
Hydrology and Water Quality section included within this analysis herein above. As 
described in Section VII, Geology and Soils, and in compliance with NPDES General 
Construction Permit requirements, the proposed Project would design and submit a 
site-specific SWPPP (MM GEO-1) to minimize the discharge of wastewater during 
construction and a Water Quality Management Plan that includes best management 
practices (BMPs) for runoff control as required. Therefore, the proposed Project would 
not require new stormwater drainage facilities to manage stormwater runoff during 
construction or operation. 
 
The proposed Project would be subject to the payment of any applicable connection 
charges and/or fees and extension of services in a manner that is compliant with the 
Department of Public Utilities standards, specifications, and policies. 
 
Sanitary sewer and water service under City of Fresno jurisdiction, delivery is also 
subject to payment of applicable connection charges and/or fees; compliance with the 
Department of Public Utilities standards, specifications, and policies; the rules and 
regulations of the California Public Utilities Commission and California Health 
Services; and, implementation of the City- wide program for the completion of 
incremental expansions to facilities for planned water supply, treatment, and storage.. 
Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures are required 
 

 
b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably 

foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years? 
 

As discussed under the Section VII Hydrology and Water Quality section of this Initial 
Study, the Fresno General Plan recognizes regional water resource planning efforts, 
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such as, the Kings Basin’s Integrated Regional Water Management Plan, the Fresno- 
Area Regional Groundwater Management Plan, and City of Fresno Metropolitan 
Water Resource Management Plan and cites the findings of the City of Fresno 2020 
UWMP. The purpose of these management plans is to provide safe, adequate, and 
dependable water supplies in order to adequately meet existing and future needs of 
the Kings Basin regions and the Fresno-Clovis metropolitan area in an economical 
manner; protect groundwater quality from further degradation and overdraft; and 
provide a plan of reasonably implementable measures and facilities. Through routing 
to the applicable departments and agencies, the City has determined that adequate 
water supply exists to serve the proposed Project. Additionally, the applicant will be 
required to comply with all requirements of the City of Fresno Department of Public 
Utilities to reduce the Project’s water impacts to less than significant. The City of 
Fresno General Plan GP PEIR concludes that impacts associated with water supply 
facilities and capacity resulting from buildout of the General Plan, including the 
proposed Project site, would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures are required 
 

 
c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider, which serves 

or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s 
projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 

 
See Impact (b) above. The City of Fresno acts as the Regional Sewer Agency and is 
responsible for operating the Fresno/Clovis Regional Wastewater Reclamation 
Facility (RWRF) and the North Fresno Wastewater Treatment Facility (NFWTF). The 
Regional Facility provides wastewater treatment for a service area that includes most 
of the Cities of Fresno and Clovis, and some unincorporated areas of Fresno County. 
According to the City’s General Plan GP PEIR, the Regional Facility received and 
treated approximately 72,302 acre‐feet (AF) of wastewater during 2011, representing 
an annual average daily flow of approximately 64.5 million gallons per day (MGD). 
The quantity of wastewater received and treated by the Regional Facility has been 
declining since 2006, when it peaked at a total of approximately 80,801 AF, 
representing an annual average daily flow of approximately 72.1 MGD. The permitted 
wastewater treatment capacity of the Regional Facility is currently 80.0 MGD as an 
annual monthly average flow, and 88.0 MGD as a maximum monthly average flow. 
The City is currently evaluating upgrades and modifications to the existing Regional 
Facility that may result in a capacity rating increase of 15.0 MGD. The City of Clovis 
owns 9.3 MGD of wastewater treatment capacity at the Regional Facility, and the City 
of Fresno owns the remaining capacity. 
 
The NFWTF was constructed in late 2006 to provide wastewater treatment service for 
residential and commercial development in the surrounding area of north Fresno. The 
permitted capacity of the NFWRF is 0.71 MGD, as an average monthly flow, and 1.07 
MGD, as a maximum daily flow. The City's master plan for the NFWRF calls for 
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ultimate expansion to an average monthly flow capacity of 1.07 MGD upon full 
development of the NFWRF service area. 
 
The City of Fresno General Plan GP PEIR concludes that impacts associated with 
wastewater treatment facilities and capacity resulting from buildout of the General 
Plan, including the proposed Project site, would be less than significant. 
 
The City of Fresno Department of Public Utilities has reviewed the Project and 
determined that sanitary sewer facilities are available to provide service to the site, 
subject to the required conditions of approval. The City will provide sewer connection. 
The conditions of approval include payment of the applicable sanitary sewer fees, 
which would eventually be used to provide funding for the improvements at the RWRF 
and NFWTF in order to expand. The proposed Project will not result in a determination 
by the wastewater treatment provider that it has inadequate capacity to serve the 
Project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments. 
Impacts would be less than significant.  
 

Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures are required 
 

 
d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the 

capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid 
waste reduction goals? 

 
The City of Fresno Department of Public Utilities, Solid Waste Division has reviewed 
the Project for compliance with any federal, State, and local management and 
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste. According to the City’s GP 
PEIR, garbage disposed of in the City of Fresno is taken to Cedar Avenue Recycling 
and Transfer Station. Once the trash has been off‐loaded at the transfer station, it is 
sorted, and non‐recyclable solid waste is loaded onto large trucks and taken to the 
American Avenue Landfill located approximately six miles southwest of Kerman. 
American Avenue Landfill is owned and operated by Fresno County and began 
operations in 1992 for both public and commercial solid waste haulers. The American 
Avenue Landfill is a sanitary landfill, meaning that it is a disposal site for a non‐
hazardous solid waste spread in layers, compacted to the smallest practical volume, 
and covered by material applied at the end of each operating day. 
 
The American Avenue Landfill (i.e., American Avenue Disposal Site 10‐AA‐0009) has 
a maximum permitted capacity of 32,700,000 cubic yards and a remaining capacity of 
29,358,535 cubic yards, with an estimated closure date of August 31, 2031. The 
maximum permitted throughput is 2,200 tons per day. Other landfills within the County 
of Fresno include the Clovis Landfill, with a maximum remaining permitted capacity of 
7,740,000 cubic yards, a maximum permitted throughput of 2,000 tons per day, and 
an estimated closure date of 2047. There is also the Coalinga Landfill, with a maximum 
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remaining capacity of 1,930,062 cubic yards, a maximum permitted throughput of 200 
tons per day, and an estimated closure date of 2029. As noted above, the estimated 
closure date of the American Avenue Landfill is 2031. Additional capacity also exists 
at the Clovis Landfill and Coalinga Landfill. The 200 tons per year would not result in 
exceedance of the local capacity infrastructure. 
 
It is anticipated the Project would general minimal amounts of waste during 
construction. Any Hazardous waste generated during construction would be disposed 
of at an approved location, and construction activities are not expected to exceed the 
capacity of these landfills.  
 
In the operation phase, typical household refuse would be generated by residences. 
According to CalRecyle, residential units average 12.23 lbs. of household refuse per 
day. The proposed 72 units would generate approximately 881 lbs. per day. The 
Project will comply with any statutes and regulations related to solid waste. Therefore, 
the proposed Project would not result in any waste related environmental impacts, 
and impacts would be less than significant. 
 

Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures are required 
 

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 

 
The City of Fresno Department of Public Utilities, Solid Waste Division has reviewed 
the Project for compliance with any federal, State, and local management and 
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste. According to the City’s 
General Plan GP PEIR, garbage disposed of in the City of Fresno is taken to Cedar 
Avenue Recycling and Transfer Station. Once trash has been off‐loaded at the 
transfer station, it is sorted, and non‐recyclable solid waste is loaded onto large trucks 
and taken to the American Avenue Landfill located approximately six miles southwest 
of Kerman. American Avenue Landfill is owned and operated by Fresno County and 
began operations in 1992 for both public and commercial solid waste haulers. The 
American Avenue Landfill is a sanitary landfill, meaning that it is a disposal site for 
non‐hazardous solid waste spread in layers, compacted to the smallest practical 
volume, and covered by material applied at the end of each operating day. 
 
The American Avenue Landfill (i.e., American Avenue Disposal Site 10‐AA‐0009) has 
a maximum permitted capacity of 32,700,000 cubic yards and a remaining capacity of 
29,358,535 cubic yards, with an estimated closure date of August 31, 2031. The 
maximum permitted throughput is 2,200 tons per day. Other landfills within the County 
of Fresno include the Clovis Landfill with a maximum remaining permitted capacity of 
7,740,000 cubic yards, a maximum permitted throughput of 2,000 tons per day, and 
an estimated closure date of 2047. There is also the Coalinga Landfill with a maximum 
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remaining capacity of 1,930,062 cubic yards, a maximum permitted throughput of 200 
tons per day, and an estimated closure date of 2029. 
 
Using the solid waste generation rates included in the City’s General Plan GP PEIR, 
the proposed 110 units would generate 1,100 pounds of waste per day (or 200 tons 
per year). The Project site will be serviced by the solid waste division, and the solid 
waste generated by the Project would be sent to the American Avenue Landfill. As 
noted above, the estimated closure date of the American Avenue Landfill is 2031. 
Additional capacity also exists at the Clovis Landfill and Coalinga Landfill. The 200 
tons per year would not result in exceedance of the local capacity infrastructure. 
Therefore, the Project will comply with any statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste. 
 
Impacts would be less than significant. 

 
Mitigation Measures 

 
• No mitigation measures are required   
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XX. WILDFIRE – If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as 
very high fire hazard severity zones, would the project: 
 
a) Substantially impair an adopted 
emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

  X  

 
b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, 
and other factors, exacerbate 
wildfire risks, and thereby expose 
project occupants to pollutant 
concentrations from a wildfire or 
the uncontrolled spread of a 
wildfire? 

  X  

 
c) Require the installation or 
maintenance of associated 
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel 
breaks, emergency water 
sources, power lines or other 
utilities) that may exacerbate fire 
risk or that may result in temporary 
or ongoing impacts to the 
environment? 

  X  

 
d) Expose people or structures to 
significant risks, including 
downslope or downstream 
flooding or landslides, as a result 
of runoff, post-fire slope instability, 
or drainage changes? 

  X  

 
DISCUSSION 
 
Setting 
There are no State Responsibility Areas (SRAs) within the vicinity of the Project site. The 
Project site is not categorized as a "Very High" Fire Hazard Severity Zone (FHSZ) by 
CalFire. Although this CEQA topic only applies to areas within an SRA or Very High 
FHSZ, out of an abundance of caution, these checklist questions are analyzed below. 
 
DISCUSSION  
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a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 

evacuation plan? 
 

The Project site will connect to an existing network of City streets. The Project site is 
located in an area with several alternative access roads allowing access in the event 
of an emergency. Access to the alternative access roads would be maintained 
throughout construction, and appropriate detours would be provided in the event of 
potential road closures. The City of Fresno Fire Department is in charge of emergency 
response and preparedness. 
 
Therefore, no significant impacts related to the impairment of the implementation of or 
physical interference with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan would occur. The Project would not impair implementation of or 
physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan.  Impacts will be less than significant. 

 
Mitigation Measures 

 
No mitigation measures are required 

 
b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and 

thereby expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or 
the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

 
The risk of wildfire is related to a variety of parameters, including fuel loading 
(vegetation), fire weather (winds, temperatures, humidity levels and fuel moisture 
contents) and topography (degree of slope). Steep slopes contribute to fire hazard by 
intensifying the effects of wind and making fire suppression difficult. Fuels such as 
grass are highly flammable because they have a high surface area to mass ratio and 
require less heat to reach the ignition point. The Project site is located in an area that 
is predominately urban, which is not considered at a significant risk of wildlife. There 
are minimal amounts of highly flammable fuels such as dry grasses in the area. 
Therefore, in the unlikely event of a wildfire, the project would not expose project 
occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a 
wildfire. Impacts will be less than significant. 
 

Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures are required 

 
c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as 

roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that 
may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to 
the environment? 
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The Project includes development of infrastructure (water, sewer, and storm drainage) 
required to support the proposed residential uses. The Project site is surrounded by 
existing and future urban development. The Project would not require the installation 
or maintenance of infrastructure that may exacerbate fire risk. However, the 
development will meet local and State development codes and regulations related to 
fire protection and prevention. Impacts would be less than significant. 
 

Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures are required 

 
d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or 

downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope 
instability, or drainage changes? 

 
The proposed Project would require the installation of storm drainage infrastructure to 
ensure that storm waters properly drain from the Project site and do not result in 
downstream flooding or major drainage changes. A storm drainage plan would be 
designed and engineered to ensure the proper construction of storm drainage 
infrastructure to control runoff and prevent flooding, erosion, and sedimentation. 
 
Upon development of the site, stormwater would flow to the existing storm drains in 
the adjacent roadways. Any further storm drain requirements will be processed by the 
Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District and constructed per the District’s 
standards.  Additionally, the Project site is located within FEMA “Area of Minimal Flood 
Hazard” indicating that the site is located outside of the 100-year flood hazard zone. 
Further, because the site is essentially flat and located in an existing urbanized area 
of the City, downstream landslides would not occur. 
 
Landslides include rockfalls, deep slope failure, and shallow slope failure. Factors 
such as the geological conditions, drainage, slope, vegetation, and others directly 
affect the potential for landslides. One of the most common causes of landslides is 
construction activity that is associated with road building (i.e., cut and fill). The Project 
site is relatively flat; therefore, the potential for a landslide in the Project site is 
essentially non-existent. Impacts would be less than significant. 

 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures are required.  
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

 
XIX. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE  
a) Does the project have the 
potential to degrade the quality of 
the environment, substantially 
reduce the habitat of a fish or 
wildlife species, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below 
self-sustaining levels, threaten to 
eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal or 
eliminate important examples of 
the major periods of California 
history or prehistory? 

 X   

 
b) Does the project have impacts 
that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable? 
("Cumulatively considerable" 
means that the incremental 
effects of a project are 
considerable when viewed in 
connection with the effects of past 
projects, the effects of other 
current projects, and the effects of 
probable future projects)? 

 X   

 
c) Does the project have 
environmental effects which will 
cause substantial adverse effects 
on human beings, either directly 
or indirectly? 

 X   

 
DISCUSSION 
 
a) Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the 

environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause 
a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to 
eliminate a plant or animal community, substantially reduce the number or 
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restrict the range of an endangered, rare, or threatened species, or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory? 

 
As evaluated in this IS/MND, the proposed project would not substantially degrade the 
quality of the environment; substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species; 
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels; threaten to 
eliminate a plant or animal community; reduce the number or restrict the range of an 
endangered, rare, or threatened species; or eliminate important examples of the major 
periods of California history or prehistory. Mitigation measures have been included to 
lessen the significance of potential impacts. Similar mitigation measures would be 
expected of other projects in the surrounding area, most of which share a similar 
cultural paleontological and biological resources. Consequently, the incremental 
effects of the proposed project, after mitigation, would not contribute to an adverse 
cumulative impact on these resources. Therefore, the project would have a less-than-
significant impact with mitigation incorporated. 

 
b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively 

considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects 
of a project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past 
projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future 
projects.) 

 
As described in the impact analyses in Sections 3.4.1 through 3.4.20 of this IS/MND, 
any potentially significant impacts of the proposed project would be reduced to a less-
than-significant level following incorporation of the mitigation measures. All planned 
projects in the vicinity of the proposed project would be subject to review in separate 
environmental documents and required to conform to the City of Lemoore General 
Plan, zoning, mitigate for project-specific impacts, and provide appropriate 
engineering to ensure the development meets are applicable federal, State and local 
regulations and codes. As currently designed, and with compliance of the 
recommended mitigation measures, the proposed project would not contribute to a 
cumulative impact. Thus, the cumulative impacts of past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

 
c) Does the project have environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse 

effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly? 
 

All of the Project’s impacts, both direct and indirect, that are attributable to the Project 
were identified and mitigated to a less-than-significant level. The Project will have the 
appropriate engineering to ensure the development meets are applicable federal, 
State and local regulations and codes. Thus, the cumulative impacts of past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future projects would be less than cumulatively 
considerable. Therefore, the proposed Project would not either directly or indirectly 
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings because all potentially adverse 
direct impacts of the proposed Project are identified as having less-than-significant 
impact with mitigation incorporated. 
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